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 ABSTRACT 
FIRST SUCCESSION: 
FROM A FOUNDING LONG-TERM PASTOR TO SECOND PASTOR  
by 
Robert Wayne Vester 
This research project examined pastoral transitions involving a founding long-
term pastor and the first successor. Literature addressing these changes, that too often end 
poorly, is limited. A further gap in the literature exists because most of the resources that 
specifically address this scenario are written from a mega-church background. This study 
sought to contribute information that would help reduce these literature deficits. The 
purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions between 
founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
The study group included a total of twelve participants. The twelve individuals 
represented six pastoral pairs, a founding long-term pastor and a successor, from six 
different churches. Half of the pastors experienced a positive transition and half 
experienced a negative one. The research methodology used for this study was a 
grounded theory qualitative design. A researcher-designed instrument was used to gather 
information from participants during semi-structured interviews. 
Three major findings were revealed. First, lack of preparation on the part of 
pastors and the absence of a written plan had a negative impact upon the overall process. 
Second, transitional issues common among founding and second pastors are consistent 
 with those presented in secular and church literature. Third, small- and average-sized 
churches benefit from strategic financial positioning ahead of a transition. 
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CHAPTER 1 
PROBLEM 
Introduction 
The mere mention of the word succession causes concern for many church 
leaders. It indicates change, and change is uncertain. Within the larger context of the 
Church, transitional stories abound and address every imaginable aspect of 
congregational life from worship style to evangelism methodologies. Some of those 
stories have positive outcomes, some have negative outcomes, and the rest of the stories 
fall somewhere in between. The church who is facing transition, and its leadership, will 
inevitably wonder which of the three conclusions it might experience. Transitional 
uncertainty is never more palpable than for the church who is facing a pastoral 
succession, particularly one where a founding, long-term pastor is involved. 
 Navigating pastoral change is difficult but unavoidable. Pastoral transitions are 
tough, they are inevitable, and every church experiences them (Watkins 1). One author 
succinctly expresses the unavoidable nature of pastoral transition with the statement: 
“Every pastor is an interim pastor” (Bird 51). The reason this inescapable change is so 
difficult is because of the unique planning and administrative role pastors occupy in most 
churches (Phillips 35). This difficulty is true even in systems where laity hold high 
authority in doctrine and polity. When future inevitabilities become present realities and a 
congregation faces pastoral transition, or a pending transition, a distinctive challenge 
begins. 
Every transition is significant. Some however, demand even greater attention and 
time. Pastoral change involving a long-term pastor is one in which “the potential 
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difficulties are magnified” (Danielson, Beating the Odds 2001 4). In established churches 
the average pastorate is just over 3½ years long (Rainer). Pastorates that exceed the 
average are without question the most beneficial and imply a certain level of 
achievement. John Cionca observes pastoral effectiveness is more readily achieved in 
tenures that are double the average; “Although pastors can influence a church during a 
brief ministry, most of our colleagues believe that their best accomplishments happened 
after their fourth year of service. A number of them identified years six to eight as the 
most rewarding” (63). Undoubtedly, some ineffective pastoral tenures have been 
continued out of convenience for the congregation, the pastor, or perhaps both. However, 
long-tenured pastors typically maintain their positions because of proven and measurable 
success. Numerical and financial growth are obvious benchmarks as is programmatic 
increase. 
Still, the long-term pastorate is not without complication, especially at its 
conclusion. This challenge often appears because the pastor’s successes tend to be more 
relational and spiritual. He or she may be accorded “a special level of endearment” 
(Strong 3) because of the pivotal moments he has shared with parishioners. Sometimes 
these important life moments span multiple generations within a given family. “When the 
beloved pastor transitions away, for whatever reason, the people suffer a tremendous 
loss” (Strong 3). These feelings cause some congregations to elevate the pastor to an 
iconic status from which they cannot separate emotionally and to create an unattainable 
standard for subsequent pastors (Washburn 13). For the pastor, the very connections that 
create opportunity for effective ministry are also the ones that create difficulties at 
departure. William Bud Phillips writes, “Longer pastorates tend to foster these deep 
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bonds of spiritual understanding which make leave-taking difficult for a pastor, since he 
or she cannot be sure of finding such a supportive and rewarding relationship somewhere 
else” (34). The helpful outcomes of a long-term pastorate are well worth the potential 
complications that come at its finish. Finishing well, though, requires that the transition 
be given both special attention and time. 
Transitions involving a founding pastor necessitates special consideration. A 
founding pastor transitioning away from active leadership creates a completely new 
experience in that particular church’s history and perhaps for many individuals in the 
congregation. Many of the congregants will have no context for framing the coming 
adjustments. Some of the congregants may have experienced a transition, positive or 
negative, as a part of a different fellowship. For these individuals their previous 
involvement may substantially impact how they perceive and approach the one at hand. 
Leaders may be anxious and wonder about the processes to be engaged or precedents that 
will be set. Members may wonder if what they have come to love about their church will 
remain. The latter issue is paramount because it speaks to the very identity of the spiritual 
family. Sometimes the distinction between pastor and church may be inseparable: 
In general the longer you have shaped and lived in your organizational 
house, the more it reflects your own leadership and personality. As a 
result, the staff, board, and close constituents tend to think of you and the 
organization as one and the same. (Redington and Vickers 16) 
 
When an institution and its founder’s character are aligned so tightly separation can be 
tricky and it can be traumatic. 
Emily Redington and Donn F. Vickers’ work was written to aid not-for-profit, 
institutional, and governmental boards and their directors. Nevertheless, many of its 
insights are applicable to the pastor/church context. It is also one of the few works that 
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specifically addresses the transition of a founding principal. A significant amount of 
secular information addresses leadership transition. When the focus is narrowed to 
ecclesiastical material one finds a much smaller range, and smaller still for those 
transitions involving long-term personnel. Resources that speak in depth and directly 
about transitions from founders to their successors are limited indeed. 
 Redington and Vickers also address ownership of vision and mission that is so 
often inherent in a founder. They note, “Founding executives often seem and act as if 
they own the mission. They were there in the beginning, they formulated the vision, and 
over the years they have embodied that mission and represented the organization to the 
community” (11). Starters are high ownership people. When someone undertakes a work 
as monumental as starting a church, tremendous passion and energy are expended. 
Starters sacrifice a lot, and when the endeavor becomes viable, they nurture it and protect 
it. Protection can quickly become over-protection. A founding pastor who fears the future 
failure of his work will not want to relinquish control. John Maxwell writes, “A leader 
hates to see something that he put his sweat, blood, and tears into starting to fail” (222).  
Tom Mullins also writes about the sense of ownership: 
Founders particularly fall into this category. When you start something, 
nurture it, and enjoy the privilege of watching it grow, you will naturally 
feel a sense of pride in it. This can make it really hard to step away and 
leave it in someone else’s hands. (38) 
 
A founding pastor who cannot release his vision or allow it to grow and change under the 
guidance of another will not want to surrender ownership. The transition of a founding 
pastor, with the compounding issues of identity and ownership, stands apart from others 
and deserves unique treatment. 
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 In the preceding paragraphs pastorates that were long-term and foundational were 
treated separately and highlighted for the unique challenges they present. One more 
transition stands apart, the transition that combines the two characteristics, founding and 
long-term, into one. This circumstance is not common and because it is an amalgamation, 
“the problem of leadership succession is even more complex” (Graham, Abstract). These 
qualifiers as distinct concerns require special time and attention, when combined, the 
investment should be greater: 
If the pastor is concluding a long pastorate of fifteen years or more, or if 
the pastor has been the only pastor the congregation has ever known (as 
sometimes happens in new church development work where the 
organizing pastor continues on in an extended period of service), then a 
longer period of leave-taking is warranted. This time can be used by a 
respected and beloved leader to prepare her congregation to receive 
another—and another style of—leader. (Farris 4) 
 
Additional actions and principles may need to be considered beyond those employed in 
the normal process of a transition from one pastor to another. 
Stan Buck writes, in his dissertation about church planting and pastoral tenure, 
“Several issues impact the healthy growth of new churches, not the least of which is the 
length of the founding pastor’s tenure” (19). Among his findings were the following two: 
First, “a positive correlation was demonstrated between pastoral tenure and church 
attendance and financial growth, which actually seemed to become more dynamic after 
ten years in the church plant” (64). Second, “the traumatic impact of a pastoral transition 
following the founding pastor’s departure is not to be underestimated and requires 
strategic management of change dynamics” (74). His findings are an encouragement for 
churches and their founders to work together long-term to achieve greater impact. They 
are also an admonition to plan carefully and strategically for the transition that will come 
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at the end of the pastor’s tenure. Robert Wendell Strong observes, “Whatever the level of 
success achieved by the founding pastor, the most significant test of ministry longevity 
occurs when the founder, most often a long-term pastor, transitions out of the ministry” 
(2). Endings have the capacity to be more consequential than the beginning or the years 
in the middle. As stated earlier, the transition of a founding, long-term pastor is not 
common place. It should not therefore be treated with commonality but with significant 
and focused preparation. 
The scenario presented previously is the context of my current ministry and a 
motivating factor for this study. If everything proceeds as planned I will serve as 
successor to a founding, long-term predecessor. Four and a half years ago, at the age of 
42, I was asked to join the staff of Westside Community Church in Columbus, Indiana. 
The invitation came from a pastor, under whom I had served under at the beginning of 
my career, with the encouragement to consider this a last move and a retirement move. 
He expressed his desire that I would succeed him and that our transition would be 
effected in a positive manner. Unfortunately, we were both well acquainted with 
successions that did not go well. Specifics for our transition were not promised nor were 
they discussed at any depth. The only plan espoused was one that focused on primary 
preaching responsibility. It would incrementally shift from the founding pastor to me 
over the years leading up to his retirement. Beyond this one item, others were left to be 
determined and organized at a later time. 
The occasion of this dissertation offered an excellent opportunity to explore first 
generation to second generation pastoral succession more thoroughly. I do so with the 
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blessing of the pastor and church’s leadership. Their hope and mine is that this study will 
identify practices to be avoided and ones that should be employed.  
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions 
between founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
Research Questions 
The following five questions were used to obtain and focus the evaluative 
material. Given the distinctive nature of the transition type in review the questions were 
intended to draw out information from each stage of the process: preparation, 
implementation, and reflection. The final question addresses the issue of uniqueness 
which is the crux of the study.  
Research Question #1 
Which transitional method was employed and what amount of time was given to 
planning and implementation? 
Research Question #2 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed positively to the 
transition? 
Research Question #3 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed negatively to the 
transition? 
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Research Question #4 
Which element of the transitional plan had the most consequential impact on the 
overall outcome?  
Research Question #5 
How are the findings consistent with or different from established principles for 
healthy pastoral transition? 
Definition of Terms 
Several definitions need to be offered to establish common understandings and 
clarity of discussion. 
Pastoral transition is used as a general term referencing the change of one pastor 
to another. The specific manner of this change may take different forms and may be 
initiated for a variety of reasons. 
Succession may be used interchangeably with transition. For example, William 
Vanderbloemen and Warren Bird define pastoral succession as “the intentional process of 
the transfer of leadership, power and authority from one directional leader to another” 
(10). An alternate way to consider succession is one where a successor “has been chosen 
with the understanding that in a certain amount of time—say two to three years—the 
associate will become the new senior or lead pastor” (Robinson 2331). This specific 
characterization of succession is the one to which this work will refer most often. 
A founding pastor is a church’s first pastor. This pastor may also be the one who 
initiated and/or served with a team to start the new congregation. In a limited number of 
scenarios, pastors who have stewarded significant growth or change may be considered 
foundational because of their consequential impact (Vanderbloemen and Bird 79). 
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Long-term defines a pastorate of ten years or more. Ten years is more than double 
the national average and one consistent with the timeframe set forth in most of the 
literature dealing with extended tenures. 
Several factors must be considered before designating a transitional outcome as 
positive or negative. A positive transition is one in which a harmonious relationship 
exists among the new pastor, the former pastor, and the congregation. Rick Danielson 
further qualifies a successful transition as one in which “the person following a long-term 
pastor believes he or she has become established as a respected leader” (“Beating the 
Odds” 2001 6). Stable or growing spiritual, numerical, and fiscal indicators would also be 
positive markers. A negative transition is the antithesis. It would be one marked foremost 
by a lack of respect and disharmony, as well as a decline in quantitative areas. 
Ministry Project 
 This ministry project was engaged with the hope of providing resource and 
direction for Westside Community Church and for myself. In the near future we will 
begin such a succession. Through the research I sought to identify unique elements that 
help foster positive pastoral transitions from first to second generational leadership and 
thereby avoid bringing any dissonance upon the church or the two of us as pastoral 
leaders. 
Several churches within moderate geographic proximity were identified that met 
the same transitional criteria as Westside. The list of potential congregations was 
compiled from recommendations by Westside’s pastor, members of my Research 
Reflection Team, colleagues, and my own situational knowledge of other churches. 
Ultimately, six were selected. Three of the churches had experienced positive pastoral 
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transitions while the other three had experienced negative transitions. Selections were 
made based on four criteria: (1) availability of the preceding and succeeding pastors, (2) 
denominational variety, (3) transitional outcome, and (4) a willingness to participate. 
 Over a two-month period I contacted and interviewed the pastors involved. 
Afterward, I analyzed the interviews and noted key practices which helped facilitate or 
hinder a positive transition. I then compared the key concepts and practices I found to 
those presented in established material to identify any that were unique to the transition 
of a founding, long-term pastor. 
Context 
Westside Community Church is a denominationally unaffiliated protestant 
congregation. It is strategically positioned in a highly visible spot near the edge of 
Columbus, Indiana, on the main highway leading to one of Indiana’s major tourist spots, 
Brown County. The founding pastor chose this west side location because few churches 
were serving the growing population in this portion of the city. The church began its 
ministry in 2003 and the founding pastor continues to serve. 
Since its launch, the church has grown to an average attendance of 280 and a 
membership of 350. The church has grown through two temporary locations and just 
recently moved into a new permanent ministry facility located on a 31-acre site. During 
this time the church staff has also grown, from one pastor to two full-time pastors and 
other full-time and part-time support staff members. 
Those attending have varied backgrounds with regard to denominational heritage. 
The congregation falls in the middle/upper to upper socio-economic class. The racial 
make-up is predominately Caucasian.  
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A broader context encompassing the churches whose pastoral transitions were 
evaluated must also be noted. The churches differed significantly in worship style 
(modern to liturgical) and denominational connection (independent to mainline). 
One affinity they all shared was geographic proximity to Columbus, Indiana, 
situated on the divide between central and southern Indiana. Central Indiana is known as 
the Crossroads of America due in large part to Indianapolis which is intersected by a 
number of railroads, highways, and interstates. Central Indiana is also the most populous 
area of the state and home to several universities: Indiana, Purdue, Butler, Ball State, and 
others. Education and research help lead the area’s economy followed by agriculture and 
manufacturing. Southern Indiana falls along the Ohio River Valley. River access allowed 
the southern region of Indiana to be settled first. As a result, it is home to Indiana’s oldest 
communities, among which is Vincennes, Indiana Territory’s first capitol. This region 
also has a large Roman Catholic population. In fact, Southern Indiana is home to one of 
only two archabbeys located in the United States, the St. Meinrad Archabby. Like central 
Indiana the area’s economy is driven by agriculture and manufacturing. These regional 
cultures influence and give foundation to the personalities of both the churches and 
pastors who were involved. 
Methodology 
The research methodology engaged for this study was a grounded theory 
qualitative design. Utilizing concept sampling, a researcher-designed instrument was 
used to gather information from participants during semi-structured interviews. The 
interviews were recorded and analyzed later for key content. The findings were 
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contrasted against existing principles to identify qualities that were unique to the scenario 
in question. 
Participants 
The study group involved a total of twelve participants. The twelve individuals 
represented six pastoral pairs from six different churches. Each pair contained a founding, 
long-term predecessor and an immediate successor. 
To attain the six pastoral pairs, churches were identified that met the founding, 
long-term transitional scenario. Potential churches were sorted into two groups: those 
believed to have experienced a positive transition and those who were believed to have 
experienced a negative transition. The lists were reviewed to ensure availability of the 
preceding and succeeding pastors (i.e., living and accessible). The lists were then 
evaluated and ordered to provide for variety of worship, denomination and theological 
traditions.  
Personal contact, either by visit or phone call, was made with the identified 
pastors following the predetermined order to solicit their participation and gauge their 
willingness to do so. Contacts from the two lists were made in an alternating form to 
ensure balanced participation from the two different outcome possibilities. 
Instrumentation 
The instrumentation for this study was one-on-one, semi-structured interviews. 
The interviews were conducted using a researcher-designed questionnaire of open-ended 
questions (see Appendixes C—Predecessor Interview Questions and Appendix D—
Successor Interview Questions). The interviews were recorded on a digital recording 
device, and coded and assessed later for strategic material. 
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Data Collection 
Information was gathered from twelve one-on-one semi-structured interviews. Six 
interviews were with first generation pastors and six were with the second generation 
pastors who followed. Half of the interviews were with pastors whose transitions were 
classified as positive and the other half with pastors whose transitions were classified as 
negative. 
All of the interviews were conducted within a two-month timeframe to minimize 
variation and encourage consistency. Interviews were also scheduled by church pairings 
with both the predecessor and successor of a given church interviewed the same day or 
within a couple days of each other. The proximity of the interviews aided the process 
from a narrative standpoint and helped keep the particular transitions compartmentalized. 
Each interview was conducted in person and in a setting of the interviewee’s 
choice. The meetings were scheduled for one hour to balance thoroughness and respect 
for the time being offered. All of the interviews were recorded to allow for in-depth 
analysis at a later time. This procedure allowed me the ability to be more engaged in the 
questioning process and to take note of non-verbal indicators. 
Data Analysis 
Interview material, recordings and interviewer notes, were analyzed. Salient 
content was identified, indexed, and categorized into thematic groups. The thematic 
content was compared across multiple sub-groupings (e.g., transitions with positive 
outcomes, comments by succeeding pastors, etc.). The findings were compared to 
accepted transitional processes to identify those unique to the context of this study. 
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Generalizability 
The primary impetus for this work was to identify quality information about 
transitions that involved founding, long-term pastors that would guide my predecessor 
and me in the development of a succession plan for our local church setting. The majority 
of transitional material that specifically addresses this situation has a mega-church focus. 
For that reason this study was delimited to churches under one-thousand in weekly 
average attendance. The findings will serve as a potential resource to other pastors and 
lay leaders in small- to large-sized churches who want to develop a succession plan and 
be prepared for the certainty of pastoral transition. 
Theological Foundation 
Accounts of transitions are abundant in scripture, from start to end. At the 
beginning, Genesis 1, describes the transition of creation itself. God moves the earth from 
a state of chaos and darkness to one of order and light. In the Bible’s closing chapters, 
Revelation 21-22, John portrays the shift from the old heaven and earth to the new 
heaven and earth, the old Jerusalem to the new Jerusalem. The two testaments themselves 
reveal a transition from life under law to life under grace. 
The Bible also conveys transition stories that are of a more ordinary nature. We 
read of rule and influence passing from one kingdom to another, individuals who switch 
vocations, families that change—for good and for bad, individuals who are transformed, 
physically and spiritually, and of course, there are the transitions involving life and death. 
The biblical record is replete with transitions. 
One type of transition that is played out many times over in scripture is in the area 
of leadership. Time and again office and authority are passed from one person to another. 
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During the Patriarchal period, family leadership, or birthright, was passed most typically 
from father to son. The transition between Eli and Samuel is unique as spiritual influence 
moved from Eli, High Priest and judge of Israel, to Samuel, prophet and judge. First and 
Second Samuel, 1 and 2 Kings, and 1 and 2 Chronicles recount and list the progression of 
sovereign authority in the Jewish kingdoms. The prophets Elijah and Elisha are 
significant models of succession and are referenced consistently in works addressing 
church leadership transition. The New Testament also contains specific examples. The 
transition from John the Baptist to Jesus is a formative one. John was under no illusion 
about his role. He knew that he was setting the stage for one greater than he. “He must 
increase, but I must decrease” (The Harper Collins Study Bible, John 3:30 NRSV). Such 
is the challenge for every leader in a preceding role. Jesus himself transitioned authority 
and ministry to his disciples telling them they would “do greater works” (John 14:12). 
Beyond the Gospels, one can find accounts of apostolic and pastoral transitions in the life 
of the early church. Every description of positional transition within scripture offers 
foundational material for affecting the exit and entrance of old and new leaders. 
Three narratives not mentioned in this group above are reserved for additional 
reflection. The transitional accounts of Moses and Joshua, Saul and David, and Paul and 
Timothy, align very specifically with the transition scenario under consideration in this 
study. Each of these successions are biblical examples of first generational leaders giving 
way to a second generation. 
Moses was Israel’s first nationalistic leader. He was the man God chose to lead 
the Israelite people in their first steps: 
The departure from Egypt completed in the crossing of the Red Sea is an 
event of great significance. In a real sense this marks the beginning of the 
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Hebrew nation. They are no longer a tribe of brethren with but little 
morale and limited vision, concerned chiefly with maintaining an 
existence. They are now a great multitude of people, a new nation 
conscious of some mission from God, embarking on the first stages of 
their course as a nation. (Hester 120) 
 
Very quickly, Joshua became a leader in whom Moses would invest and upon whom he 
would rely. The two shared battle together against Amalek at Rephidim (Exod. 17:8-13). 
Joshua alone accompanied Moses up Mt. Sinai when he experienced the glory of the 
Lord and received the tablets with the Ten Commandments (Exod. 24:12-18). Joshua was 
also privileged to be present in the tent of meeting when Moses met face-to-face with 
God and was trusted to watch over the tent in Moses’ absence (Exod. 33:7-11). This 
relationship and these special events were formative for Joshua who eventually was set 
apart as Israel’s second national leader (Num. 27:12-23). Joshua finally took God’s 
people where Moses could not. Joshua led them into the land of promise and led them as 
they established a permanent territory. 
 Saul was not Israel’s first leader but he was the nation’s first king. Against the 
recommendation of Samuel, the Israelite people had been clamoring for an earthly king. 
Saul was ultimately chosen, anointed by Samuel, and announced to the people (1 Sam. 9-
10). Regrettably, Saul set aside the council of God, ignored the prophet, and started to act 
according to his own wisdom (1 Sam. 13, 15). This disobedient nature was cause for 
God’s rejection of Saul and withdrawal of his blessing (1 Sam. 15): 
The initial success of Israel’s first king did not obscure his personal 
weakness. The king of Israel had a unique position among contemporary 
rulers in that he was responsible for acknowledging the prophet who 
represented God. In this respect Saul failed twice.… Through his 
disobedience Saul had forfeited the kingdom. (Schultz 123) 
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David was anointed by Samuel unbeknownst to Saul (1Sam. 16:1-13). However, years 
would pass between anointing and assumption of leadership. David, by virtue of his 
talents and abilities was brought into the service of the king’s court. As his notoriety grew 
Saul became jealous and David was forced to flee. Upon Saul’s death David began to 
reign but only in Judah. Division, intrigue, and war erupted in Israel’s northern territories. 
A number of years later David, the anointed successor, was finally acknowledged and 
began his reign over all of Israel. 
The relationship of Paul and Timothy was very close and even took on a familial 
nature. Paul called Timothy his “loyal child in the faith” (1 Tim. 1:2) and his “beloved 
child” (2 Tim. 1:2). David and Patricia Alexander point out, “Paul had a special affection 
for his loyal, though timid, companion and successor. He came to regard him almost as 
his own son” (560-61). Paul was a first-generation apostolic leader and church planter 
who shared his authority with the younger disciple. Timothy may have experienced his 
conversion during Paul’s first missionary journey, but certainly was converted before 
Paul’s second. During the subsequent trip Paul called the young and well-respected 
Timothy to join the campaign. Timothy matured in both faith and ministry, and Paul soon 
began to send him out on his own. Timothy was sent to Thessalonica (1 Thess. 3:1-3) 
when Paul was not able to journey there himself. Later, during a third missionary 
journey, he sent Timothy to Corinth (1 Cor. 4:17). Timothy’s status is further elevated in 
1 Timothy (1:3-5, 4:12-13) where, Walter L. Liefeld suggests, Timothy was charged with 
apostolic authority: 
In the face of false teaching, Timothy and Titus were given authority by 
Paul as apostolic delegates. The unique authority of the apostle was 
thereby extended through the ministry of these two men to the churches at 
Epheses and Crete (23). 
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In 2 Timothy, Paul who was facing death, urged his child, Timothy, to “be strong in the 
grace that is in Christ Jesus” (2 Tim. 2:1) and to continue the work and “carry out [his] 
ministry fully” (2 Tim. 4:5). 
These three specific examples offer models and foundations for planning the 
succession of a founding, long-term pastor by a second pastor. The case of Moses and 
Joshua was a positive one. It reveals a foundational leader who transitioned leadership to 
an assistant who had substantial involvement along the way. The account of Saul and 
David embodies a negative example from which transitional principles can be drawn. 
Two anointed leaders were visible at the same time. Jealousy, mistrust, and hatred 
enveloped the predecessor. The successor was left with a community that was splintered 
and chaotic. Years went by before unity was restored. The last example was positive. 
Paul, an older leader, for the sake of ministry that would extend past his lifetime, takes a 
younger leader, Timothy, to mentor and groom. The relationship is marked by great 
encouragement and deep affection. 
Overview 
Chapter 2 expands further the theological foundations just surveyed and explores 
in more depth the succession of first and second generation leaders. In Chapter 3 a 
comprehensive presentation of the qualitative methodology is outlined. The study’s 
findings are reported in Chapter 4. The concluding chapter, Chapter 5, summarizes what 
has been learned from the findings and offers interpretation. Opportunities for further 
research and study are also noted. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 Pastoral transitions are difficult seasons. They are difficult for the pastor, staff, 
individual congregants, and for the church as a whole. Graziano Marcheschi writes, 
“Transition evokes a wide array of emotions and requires adjustment from everyone 
involved” (1). When such a change involves a founding, long-term pastor the transition 
can be even more challenging. Executing a positive and successful shift from first 
generation leader to second necessitates substantial forethought, a detailed plan, and 
cooperative leaders. 
 The church has been slow in adopting transitional theories and practices that have 
been utilized for some time in business and secular institutions. John Maxwell points out 
this dichotomy: 
Transitions in any kind of organization are important. Many business 
leaders seem to understand this intuitively. The best corporations have 
succession plans in place and their leaders spend a great deal of time 
grooming successors and planning the handoff. Fewer church leaders seem 
willing to tackle succession planning. Some are afraid to tackle the 
difficult subject. Others seem to think it’s not spiritual to plan ahead. 
(Foreword) 
 
The fear of acting in a non-spiritual manner and other concerns lead too many toward 
inaction. Mark Moore calls the absence of transition strategy a “black hole in church 
leadership” and notes the discussion is one which is “overdue and desperately needed.”  
He also makes the following comment which is very specific to the focus of this study, 
“What we don’t know how to do is transition from first generational leaders to second 
generational successors” (Moore). As an intended second generational successor, I was 
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struck by the relative absence of information and models in this field, which in turn 
became the impetus for this study. Recent years have witnessed the introduction of a few 
works that will help address this gap. However, the overwhelming majority of them were 
written from the mega-church perspective. 
This study was intended to benefit a church whose size would range from small to 
large. Its stated purpose was to identify key elements unique to successions between 
founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. To help set a foundation for the study, this chapter reviews relevant 
transitional material from biblical, business, and ecclesiastical sources. 
Biblical Literature 
 The Bible provides multiple narratives and layers that can inform transitional 
practice. Three particular accounts were identified in Chapter 1, the transitions of Moses 
and Joshua, Saul and David, and Paul and Timothy. They are of specific value here 
because they possess the nuance of being first to second order transitions. Each exchange 
offers insights to those engaged in succession. 
Moses and Joshua 
 Moses is one of the preeminent figures of the Old Testament. His authority did 
not come by lineage or birthright. He was directly chosen by God to bring the Israelites 
out from under the subjugation of Egyptian rule (Exod. 3). Moses’ forty-year era of 
guidance over the Hebrew people was preceded by eighty years of preparation, forty 
years in the house of Pharaoh and forty years as a shepherd in Midian. Bruce H. 
Wilkinson and Larry Libby identify the three forty year segments as luxury, exile, and 
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leadership and Moses’ roles in each as scholar, shepherd, and savior. (Wilkinson and 
Libby 26-27). Under Moses’ influence, Israel’s identity transitioned from familial clan to 
nation and its faith was codified. John Van Seters states, “Many scholars believe that 
Moses is the founder of Israel’s religion, at least in the form of a worship of Yahveh 
alone, and ultimately, in the form of monotheism” (119). Moses’ foundational impact 
continued into the next generation through the work of his assistant Joshua. 
 Joshua’s story does not begin with the same grandeur as Moses’. Moses was 
rescued and then raised as a son in the home of Egypt’s deified sovereign. Joshua, in 
contrast, as Nun’s son, was raised as a slave in Pharaoh’s kingdom. His first appearance 
in the Pentateuch is in Exodus 17:9. Moses asked Joshua to choose a group of men to 
engage Amalek in battle. Herbert Lockyear notes, “Joshua has been rightly called, ‘The 
first soldier consecrated by sacred history’” (205). He was a military leader. From there 
his career morphed into that of trusted assistant, spy, consecrated replacement, and finally 
conquering leader. The last two are chronicled in the book of Joshua. R. D. Nelson 
observes, “At the start of the book of Joshua he is still the ‘minister’ of Moses (Josh 1:1), 
but at the end he achieves the status of ‘servant of Yahweh’ (Josh 24:29)” (560). Joshua’s 
journey was one that took him from slave to leader of an emerging nation as Moses’ 
successor. 
 The succession from Moses to Joshua is well treated in many dissertations 
addressing the subject of pastoral transitions. The transition, as recorded, was without 
complication and may very well have been “one of the smoothest recorded in Scripture” 
(Iles 20). The distinctive tenures of the two leaders also shared a conscious parallelism 
(Nelson 561, Ramsey 1000 and Zucker 227). This parallelism may have been a literary 
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redaction intended to unify and forge together disparate traditions (Greenstein 118). 
Regardless, the story is illustrative of a master’s influence remaining visible through the 
work of his apprentice. 
 Exodus 17:9-16—Battle against Amalek. This engagement is the first 
introduction to Joshua. He is selected by Moses to assemble a group of men and engage 
Amalek in battle. John I. Durham points out, “Joshua is mentioned without elaboration as 
a military commander clearly subject to Moses’ command” (235). Moses was the channel 
through which God’s divine power and plan were revealed; Joshua gave body to its 
physical execution: 
The division of command between Moses and Joshua is quite natural. 
Joshua is considerably younger than Moses. And in antiquity, generals 
(e.g., Joshua) conducted battles, while diviners and priests (e.g., Moses, 
Aaron and Hur) examined the omens and besought the gods. (Propp 617) 
 
When Moses’ arms were raised Joshua and his men succeeded, when he was weak and 
his arms dropped Amalek parried. In the end the Israelites were victorious and Moses 
was instructed to record the event as a reminder. 
 This initial interaction between Moses and Joshua offers several take-a-ways for 
the succession process. First, predecessors have to identify successors with leadership 
aptitude. Moses seemed adept at this practice: 
From the first he knew how to gather leaders about him—Aaron, Nadab, 
Abihu, Hur, Joshua, the judges he appointed, the elders who received his 
spirit, the Levites who stood by him in a desperate crisis. By delegating 
authority and encouraging wider religious initiative he built up the 
organization needed for the national life. (James 42) 
 
Moses recognized Joshua as someone who had the requisite charisma and leadership 
ability to assemble and lead an army against the Amalekites. No record of whether or not 
Moses had been previously aware of Joshua exists, but at this moment he identified a 
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young man with capable talent. Second, successors need to be given meaningful tasks. 
Joshua was not assigned a responsibility of low importance. The skirmish with Amalek 
was Israel’s first battle. A loss would have further frustrated Moses’ quarrelsome 
constituency (Exod. 17:1-7). Third, predecessors and successors should work through 
struggles together. Joshua was not left alone to suffer whatever fate came upon him. He 
was not left alone to carry out the unpleasant task of battle. Moses was involved during 
the conflict as well. He contributed his unique ability to the engagement. A certain bond 
is created when two people face adversity together and are dependent on one another for 
victory. Fourth, the predecessor has to empower and support his successor. Moses’ 
actions up on the hill, not on the battlefield, channeled God’s power toward Joshua and 
his men in a visible and demonstrable way (Osborn and Hatton 420). Moses’ activity was 
accomplished without him taking direct command and thus weakening Joshua’s standing. 
A fine line exists between an encouraging presence and one that overpowers. Fifth, 
predecessors should recount the achievements of their successors and God’s provisions. 
Moses was instructed to record the incident in written form and to share it verbally in 
Joshua’s presence. Its original context was probably that of an enduring curse directed 
toward the Amalekites (Durham 236). The recounting, whether read or heard, would have 
been a reminder of victory and Yahweh’s promises to Joshua and the Israelites. 
Predecessors are in an exceptional position to convey confidence and assurance to those 
who succeed them. 
 Exodus 24:13 (32:15-18)—Mt. Sinai. Moses was invited by God to ascend the 
mountain and he took his assistant with him. Although, Joshua did not accompany Moses 
to his final destination; he went farther with Moses than Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, or the 
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elders. Duane A. Garrett believes, “Joshua accompanied Moses and apparently waited for 
him while he was with YHWH” (550). From this advantageous position Joshua would 
have had a vastly different perspective as a witness to God’s glory, manifested via the fire 
and the cloud, than those who were left lower on the mountain or gathered at its foot. 
This location also gave Joshua the privilege of being an indirect witness to the exchange 
that took place between Moses and God as Moses received Yahweh’s instructions and 
commands (Strong 27). As the two descended (Exod. 32), they were confronted with the 
apostate actions of their people. 
 The words, I was there when…, are powerful words. They are proclaimed often 
when people reference monumental or historic moments, both positive and negative. 
Years later, as Israel’s leader, Joshua could say, “I was there with Moses when God’s 
glory came down and he gave the law.” Joshua could also say, “I was there when Moses 
dealt with the paganist rebellion.” Firsthand knowledge carries an authority of its own. 
Scripture does not give any clue about specific lessons Joshua may have learned. 
Undoubtedly though, as the only person to attend Moses at such a meaningful time, 
Joshua carried away rubrics that would frame his own leadership. To the extent possible, 
first generation leaders can help equip those who follow by offering them the opportunity 
to be present and assist during consequential moments. 
 Exodus 33:7-11—Tent of Meeting. This particular tent of meeting was a place 
where Moses and the people of Israel had direct access to God. It was most likely distinct 
from the Tent of Meeting, or Tabernacle, which was situated prominently in the middle 
of the camp and functioned as the center of Israeli worship. 
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Garrett suggests three possibilities regarding the tent of meeting. First, it was a 
small personal tent used by Moses to facilitate his meetings with God and did not have a 
ritualistic or worship function. Second, it was the Tabernacle. However, it had been 
moved out of the camp in response to the people’s sin and as a sign of the distance 
between God and the Israelites. Third, this tent was a temporary structure utilized until 
the formal tent was completed (643-46). Joel F. Drinkard points out, “Unlike the 
Tabernacle, the tent of meeting is not a place of God’s dwelling, but a place of his 
appearing” (885). Regardless of the historic nature of the physical structure itself, the 
clear emphasis was on the direct access to God the tent occasioned. 
 Joshua’s role was to serve as Moses’ assistant (Exod. 33:11). The exact manner in 
which the role was carried out is open to speculation. Joshua might simply have been a 
custodian of the tent, responsible for its setup and/or care (Garrett 643, Stuart 698). 
Perhaps he served as the tent’s guard, protecting it from desecration in Moses’ absence 
(Durham 443, Stuart 698). The role of guard would have been in keeping with Joshua’s 
military expertise. His function also might have been that of monitor, waiting for the 
presence of God to descend and then sending word for Moses to come (Propp 602). The 
role of monitor seems unlikely however, given the visibility of the cloud to everyone in 
the camp (Exod. 33:10). Another purpose might have been something more substantial, 
as intercessor for the people when Moses was not present. William H. Propp advocates 
this position, “When Moses needs to converse, Yahweh condescends to be present. But 
when ordinary persons wish to commune with God (v 7), their medium is Joshua (v 11)” 
(602). In contrast to Moses’ coming and going, Joshua always remained at the tent where 
he was available to supplicants. Stuart would disagree, but Propp offers the possibility 
Vester 26 
 
that Joshua may have even lived in the tent (Stuart 698, Propp 601). If so, it would be an 
extension of Jewish tradition that held the tent was also Moses’ home (Propp 599). 
 In this passage the development of Joshua’s leadership continues. Walter 
Brueggemann sees it as foreshadowing Joshua’s successive role, “The tent is thoroughly 
and exclusively a Mosaic enterprise. It serves, embodies, and enhances Moses’ authority. 
Most likely, the mention of Joshua in v. 11 (as in 32:17) serves to prepare us for his 
coming authority after Moses” (“Book of Exodus” 938). Joshua had unique access to 
Moses, possibly even sharing a living arrangement similar to Eli and Samuel. Access at 
this level would have offered the prospect for an extensive pedagogical exchange 
between the senior and younger leaders. Successors are well served when their 
predecessors allow them major access. If Joshua was in the tent, as Harold L. 
Willmington suggests, he would have shared peripherally in the exchange between God 
and Moses (58). Peter Enns notes the “face to face” (Exod. 33:11) reference is “an 
expression of intimacy” and should not be taken literally (580). What a privilege Joshua 
received, the opportunity to be present during the intimate exchanges between Moses and 
The Almighty. Predecessors should model and include their successors in spiritual 
practices and processes of discernment. First generation leaders should allow for and 
encourage the development of next generation leaders. This aspect of leadership 
transition played out for Joshua as Moses trusted him with the sacred duty of caring for 
the tent of meeting and possibly for the people who came there to seek God. The fact that 
Moses entrusted Joshua with this responsibility on the heels of Aaron’s failure is also 
noteworthy. Moses did not allow one subordinate’s shortcoming to cloud the trust he had 
for another. 
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Numbers 14-15—The twelve spies. Israel had set out from Sinai and arrived in 
Haran, the edge of their promised destination. In response to the people’s desire to 
explore the land before conquest (Deut. 1:22), God instructed Moses to select twelve 
leaders, one from each tribe, who would spy out the land. Joshua was selected as one of 
the men to carry out this task. His selection indicates Moses considered Joshua not only 
an assistant but also a tribal leader in his own right. Following forty days of exploration 
the twelve returned and offered a report. Everyone stood together regarding the quality of 
the land. The likelihood of seizing it, however, brought division. Caleb and Joshua took 
the minority position that with God’s help the attempt would be fruitful. Still, the opinion 
of the other ten won the argument and brought about severe consequences. The ten 
unfaithful spies were struck down by plague. The remainder of that generation died off 
wandering the desert for forty years as a divine “punishment for their sin of faithlessness” 
(Hester 130). Joshua and Caleb were the only two of their generation to see the journey 
finalized. 
Several points should be considered. Joshua’s leadership capacity had increased. 
Though unstated, it would not necessarily be erroneous to assume that Joshua led the 
expedition. Moses selected him because of prior military accomplishment. Joshua had 
also distinguished himself through faithful service as Moses’ assistant. His visibility as 
Moses’ aide undoubtedly facilitated his rise to a position of trust and leadership among 
the Ephraimites. This final achievement qualified him for selection as one of the twelve. 
L. D. Hawk concludes, “The episode and its consequences (that generation’s forfeiture of 
the promise) further sets Joshua above the people and reinforces his obedient character” 
(478). Joshua’s leadership experiences set him apart. Positive transitions require 
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predecessors to allow for continued leadership growth in their successors. They also 
require predecessors to identify succession candidates who have a well-rounded 
leadership history. 
The ability to apply proper interpretation to pressing circumstances is also a 
quality predecessors must detect in possible successors. The interpretation of the ten was 
blocked by the potential of formidable obstacles. Caleb and Joshua, with healthy faith, 
“put the true interpretation on the facts” (Alexander and Alexander 188). Caleb spoke 
first, but it Joshua shared the same assessment (Num. 14:6-9) and most likely remained 
quiet at the start, knowing his view would be perceived as biased since he was Moses’ 
assistant (Gane 601). Interpretation, or discernment, is a vital ability for leadership. John 
Marsh and Albert George Butzer comment, “These two chapters illustrate the importance 
of interpretation” (203). He explains further with the following quote: 
As Fosdick has said, “Not so much what life brings to us in her hands as 
what we bring to life in our spirits make the difference between people.” 
Yes, and it also makes the difference in their interpretations of common 
experiences. Moreover, as this narrative of the spies makes plain, the 
interpretation of a problem determines the approach to it, and the approach 
determines what we make of it. (206-07) 
 
Interpretation matters, and the leader who cannot frame problems within a proper context 
will not be effective. Consequently, before leadership transitions are affected, successors 
who possess, or can be taught, this attribute must be identified. 
 The account of the twelve spies reveals ‘Joshua’ was a name given to him by 
Moses. Joshua was originally known as Hoshea (Num. 13:16): 
Moses’ act of changing Hoshea’s name to Joshua is a mark of a special 
relationship between the two men. This change of name, which is slight, 
something of a play on words, is a fatherly action on Moses’ part. It is as 
though he has adopted his young aide and marked him for greatness. We 
are reminded of the way that the Lord changed the name of Abram to 
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Abraham (Gen. 17). The names are related, but in this changing of name a 
new relationship results. (Allen, “Numbers” 806) 
 
Joshua had grown, not only with regard to leadership skills, but in the relationship he 
shared with Moses. Serving side by side fostered a unique kinship between the two. This 
one element teaches those involved in transition the worth of building an affinity with 
their counterpart. Such a relationship is more likely to produce a smooth and meaningful 
handover. 
Numbers 27:12-23, Deuteronomy 3:28—Commissioning. Moses understood 
that his tenure, and his days, were concluding. Aaron had passed and priestly authority 
was transferred to Eleazar. Moses had not been given a reprieve so he might enter into 
the Promised Land. Out of concern, he petitioned God to appoint a new leader who could 
shepherd the people and move them forward. God chose Joshua and instructed Moses to 
lay hands upon the younger leader, to commission him in front of Eleazar and all the 
people. Moses was further instructed to strengthen and encourage Joshua for the 
responsibility he would carry out (Deut. 3:28). 
A number of successional applications are present. Leaders should actively pray 
about, and for, those who will come after them. They should do so with “utmost gravity” 
(Gane 741). Effecting a positive succession is one of the most important works a leader 
will undertake and must be supported by prayer. 
God selects the successor. Current leadership must be diligent and discern God’s 
direction for the next chapter. Even though Joshua had served under Moses for some 
time, his ascension was not assumed. Moses may have prepared and even held a 
preference for Joshua. Still, Moses waited for the Lord’s leading and selection. 
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Successors should possess the proper qualifications. Joshua was chosen because 
he was “a man in whom [was] the spirit” (Num. 27:18), not because he was well trained. 
Roy Gane cautions, “There is more to equipping a person for greatness than working for 
a great man . . . For the Lord, the crucial qualification is to be a person ‘in whom is the 
spirit’” (742-43). With respect to credentials, spirit may speak to both spiritual and 
charismatic attributes: 
The arresting phrase in v. 18 concerning Joshua is that he was “a man in 
whom is the spirit.” The term “spirit” can refer to his own leadership 
capacity, as would be suggested by the NIV’s lowercased reading; perhaps 
“the spirit [of leadership]” is intended. But it is also possible, as the NIV 
margin has it, to read the word “Spirit” as a distinct reference to the Holy 
Spirit. The latter possibility seems to be more likely. The Hebrew term 
ruah (“spirit”) is indefinite by spelling but may be regarded as inherently 
definite when used as a reference to deity. It is possible that this phrase 
means that Joshua was Spirit-endowed as the leader of the people (see Dt 
34:9: “Joshua son of Nun was filled with the [S]pirit of wisdom”); such 
phrasing is hauntingly suggestive of NT language concerning the work of 
the Spirit of God (see Ac 6:5). (Allen, Revised “Numbers” 374) 
 
In both cases, Spirit and spirit, the intrinsic quality is to be valued. The Spirit of God, 
personal wisdom, and leadership capacity are prerequisites. 
Succession is a process during which the predecessor incrementally conveys 
attention and authority to the next leader. The handover from Moses to Joshua “was to be 
put into operation on a gradual basis but was to begin immediately. Some of Moses’ 
authority was to be given to Joshua that the people might begin to obey him” (Allen, 
Revised “Numbers” 375). The transition involved a transitory period: 
Joshua, however, does not simply step into the shoes of leadership as a 
new Moses. Moses gives only some or a portion of his authority to Joshua 
(27:20)…. For a brief interim period, Joshua and Moses will lead the 
Israelites together until Moses’ death, which occurs in Deuteronomy 34. 
Joshua will then take over full leadership of Israel as they move into the 
promised land of Canaan, but his leadership will be guided by the written 
book of the Torah of Moses (Josh. 1:7-8). (Olson 169) 
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This gradual shift was not just an issue of authority but also the power of office. Baruch 
A. Levine points out that what is translated as authority (v 20) may also be understood as 
majesty. Moses was to convey not only the right of authority, but also the “aura that 
commands awe and respect” (351). Foundational leaders have to be willing to pass along 
positional mystique with the right of management. 
The commissioning of a successor should be a very public event. It becomes a 
clarifying moment for everyone involved. Moses laid hands on Joshua in front of Eleazar 
and the whole congregation (Num. 27:22-23). It was a simple visual act that removed all 
uncertainty, for people and priest, regarding Joshua’s legitimacy (Allen, Revised 
“Numbers” 374-375). A clear decision had been made and a clear direction declared. All 
of this transition took place prior to Moses’ death to secure a handoff free of turmoil. 
Predecessors are still contributors even as their authority diminishes. God 
instructed Moses that with his charge he was also to supply encouragement and strength 
for Joshua (Deut. 3:28). Moses did not exit community life; he served in a revised 
capacity to benefit his successor. 
Predecessors must be content with what they will or will not see. Some goals are 
achieved, others are not. Moses was not able to complete the journey that was started in 
Egypt. In fact, he would see someone else positioned to do so. “Moses would see the 
land, but his younger colleague and protégé would enjoy the inestimable privilege of 
entering it and bringing it under sovereign sway of the Lord and his people” (Merrill 
112). Those who lead will not see all their priorities achieved and may very well see 
others achieve them. As was the case with Moses, a distinction exists between seeing and 
experiencing. The withdrawing leader has to be prepared for this particular challenge. 
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 The transition of Moses and Joshua was a pivotal event in Hebrew history. A poor 
replacement, or lack thereof, to follow Moses would have placed Israel’s very existence 
in jeopardy. Moses certainly understood the predicament as he expressed his concern to 
God and requested the appointment of a new shepherd (Exod. 27:17). The succession 
went well and under Joshua’s care the Israelites moved into and settled the land of 
promise. 
Moses’ and Joshua’s success set a standard for leadership transitions. This model 
is repeated again in the succession of Elijah and Elisha. The prophets’ transition shares 
many common traits with that of Moses and Joshua (Zucker 225-226). Works such as 
Philo, Josephus, Pseudo-Philo, and The Assumption of Moses show a continued interest 
in the Moses-Joshua succession during the era of the early church (Heath 47). The 
Assumption of Moses is an apocalyptic work of the church set in the context of “details 
which are lacking in Moses’ final charge to Joshua” (Sparks 602). These treatments 
demonstrate the inherent value of this narrative. Modern works continue to reference this 
particular succession for the positive contributions it makes to both leadership and 
transition theory. Table 2.1 summarizes the strategic observations garnered from this 
treatment of the Moses-Joshua succession. 
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Table 2.1. Strategic Observations from the Moses-Joshua Succession 
Planning Points to Consider 
Candidates with leadership aptitude, who might become potential successors, should be identified early. 
Those who serve in successional roles should be given meaningful responsibility within the organization 
that promotes continued leadership growth and demonstrates qualification. 
A meaningful relationship needs to be established between the predecessor and successor that provides for 
significant access. 
Trust is built and legitimacy is conveyed when a predecessor shares consequential moments of struggle, 
ceremony, or history with the successor. 
Prayer and a clear indication of God’s will needs to inform the selection. 
A decided transition must be communicated publically and implemented strategically. 
The concluding actions of the predecessor must focus on championing, empowering, and supporting the 
successor. 
The predecessor has to diminish and be content with letting someone else complete unfinished goals and 
cast direction for the next generation. 
 
 
Saul and David 
 In sharp contrast to the positive succession Joshua experienced with Moses is the 
transition David endured with Saul. Their exchange went about as poorly as it could 
have. Danny C. Iles calls it “the roughest and most protracted transitions [sic] recorded in 
Scripture” (39). A promising reign was ruined by spiritual failure, paranoia, and hostility. 
The accomplishments of the one that followed were delayed by confusion, division, and 
subversion. 
 Saul was an idyllic selection for monarch. He had the advantage of a kingly 
physical stature, height, and good looks, and he belonged to a prominent and wealthy 
family (1 Sam. 9:1-2). However, Saul soon revealed a deficiency; he was, “lacking in 
spiritual qualities necessary to be a successful king in Israel” (Long 590). No matter the 
strength of extrinsic qualifiers, the absence of the intrinsic will restrain, if not ruin, 
leadership effectiveness and can corrupt a transition even before it begins. 
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 David, the anointed successor, was from the small Judean town of Bethlehem. 
Unlike Saul, David did not benefit from a family of means. Jesse, David’s father, may 
have been prosperous and well-respected (Comay and Brownrigg 85), but was more 
likely a man lacking distinction (Short 163-66). To meet Samuel, David had to be called 
in from the field where he was actively shepherding his father’s flock. Saul met the 
prophet while the former and a servant were searching for his father’s donkeys, not 
shepherding sheep. The shepherd motif identified David’s humble upbringing and was 
representative of his coming success as sovereign and shepherd over Israel (Klein 161, 
Youngblood 685). As with the king he succeeded, David also possessed the advantage of 
physical charisma. Ronald F. Youngblood suggests, “David, while presumably not a tall 
man, immediately presents a striking appearance” (685). His beautiful eyes and 
handsomeness were specifically highlighted (1 Sam. 16:12). Still, God had already made 
clear that he valued something different than man; he valued the heart over outward 
appearance (1 Sam. 16:7): 
There is a central incongruity in the selection of David that is surely 
intended by the narrator. The one anointed is qualified by his “right heart.” 
He needed nothing more. David’s physical appearance, by Yahweh’s stern 
standards, is irrelevant. Yet his appearance is given considerable 
attention.... The young David is one of the marginal people. He is 
uncredentialed and has no social claim to make. Those who fastened on to 
his story most passionately may have been those who, like David, were 
marginal with no credentials and no social claim. For such people it would 
be important to assert and celebrate that among the marginal there are 
beautiful people, that among the little ones there is the potential for 
greatness. (Brueggemann 123-24) 
 
The most substantial difference and the one that distinguished the two kings, is that 
David possessed a heart for God. His properly aligned heart allowed him to become 
Israel’s greatest king. Diana Vikander Edelman submits that in light of verse 7, the 
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beautiful eyes and handsome references in verse 12, may grammatically offer something 
more substantive: 
In addition to being ruddy in physical appearance, David was endowed 
“with beauty of vision and good insight” or judgement.... In contrast to 
Saul who was tob [pleasant, agreeable, good] only in the physical sense, 
David apparently is tob in another, more important sense—inwardly 
handsome, or astute in judgement. (116) 
 
God values the heart. He honors inward assets. Outward traits alone are not sufficient to 
sustain the Spirit of God nor are they of value for the effective and lasting leadership of 
his people. 
 1 Samuel 13:13-14; 1 Samuel 15:23, 28—Transition needed. Israel’s first 
monarchial succession was set in motion by Saul’s waywardness. Steven L. McKenzie 
notes “His first royal act involved disobedience (1 Sam 13:8-15a) to a divine command 
given in the very narrative in which Saul was introduced (10:8)” (62). Saul impatiently 
took upon himself the priestly responsibility of sacrifice (1 Sam. 13). He did so despite 
Samuel’s admonition to wait until his arrival (1 Sam. 10:8). Saul’s disobedience was 
manifested again in action against the Amalekites. Saul spared the enemy king, Agag, 
and a number of sheep and cows (1 Sam. 15). The command Saul had received was 
explicit, no one and nothing was to be spared (1 Sam. 15:3). 
Disobedience was not Saul’s only discrediting quality. When confronted with his 
personal failure, he sought to pass blame to the people (1 Sam. 13:11; 15:21, 24). This 
particular act demonstrated two deficiencies: obfuscation and people-pleasing. Saul tried 
to conceal his errant behavior at the expense of those he was supposed to lead. He also 
allowed the will of God to be trumped by the will of the people (see also 1 Sam. 14:44-
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45). An additional inadequacy, success stealing, can be identified at the very start of his 
kingship: 
Saul begins his reign and immediately—before we hear of any overt 
wrongdoing on Saul’s part—Jonathan does the fighting, defeating a 
Philistine garrison (I, 13:1-3). But it is Saul who blew the trumpet of 
triumph.... It would seem that Jonathan has taken the initiative in battle 
while Saul demands the credit for victory. (Borgman 31) 
 
Saul commandeered Jonathan’s success for his own self-promoting political purpose. 
 Saul was chosen by God. His story is a cautionary reminder about how quickly 
one who has been chosen can go astray. The king, while perhaps well-intentioned, 
allowed vanity, popularity, misdirection and disobedience to corrupt his governance. 
Edelman believes, “Had Saul obeyed what are now explicitly stated to have been 
Samuel’s divinely announced commands totally, Yahweh would have established his 
kingdom over Israel ‘forever’” (80). Instead, a successor was anointed and a contentious 
transition began. 
 Some transitions are occasioned by difficult circumstances. Not to say every 
difficult transition is occasioned by moral or spiritual failure on the part of a predecessor. 
Church leaders would be well served to have plans in place for the unexpected—
leadership failure, moral failure, disability, or death. These crises can present quickly and 
will demand much from parishioners and a chosen successor. 
Saul’s disqualifying actions also offer some positive leadership and transitional 
application. Godly leadership must be concerned with God’s direction over people’s 
preference. Strong writes, “This emphasizes the need to select a leader who has learned to 
obey the Lord regardless of circumstances or the inclinations of people” (39). A leader 
must know whom he or she follows and convey that priority to those who follow him or 
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her. Another applicable insight, is that predecessors should not claim commendation for 
the achievements of their successors. Saul was credited for Jonathan’s garrison victory. 
At that time, Jonathan was heir to the new throne. Leaders who deprive subordinates of 
proper acknowledgement discredit themselves and fail to highlight leadership depth that 
can deliver confidence and stability to the larger body. 
 1 Samuel 16:14-23; 18:5—David in Saul’s court. The kings came together, first 
and second, but the former did not know the latter was next in line. David had received 
his anointing without Saul’s knowledge. David initially arrived in Saul’s service as a 
musician, although his qualifications exceeded the identified need (1 Sam. 16:18). 
Through the use of his talent, he was able to aid Saul and calm him in moments when 
Saul’s mind was not clear. The relationship between the two grew and scripture records 
that Saul had great love for his servant (1 Sam. 16:21). David, by virtue of love, respect, 
and accomplishment, rose to other positions of prestige and authority, including armor-
bearer (1 Sam. 16:21) and ultimately leader of the army (1 Sam. 18:5). Edelman 
concludes that at this point David became the functional king: 
David, Yahweh’s designated king-elect, is able indirectly to bestow upon 
Israel the blessing that Saul, the rejected king, could not give it: military 
victory gained through Yahweh’s help and guiding spirit. David now 
assumes the role of king by fighting his battles for him.... David, who 
began his military career as the king’s weapons-bearer (16.21), has now 
become king in all but name. (137) 
 
David did not automatically assume, or demand, rule over Israel. He took time to grow 
and mature into a leader who won the hearts and allegiance of his people. He served in 
the presence of the reigning king and by observation of positive and negative qualities 
learned the proper art of sovereignty. 
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 Successors, no matter the circumstance of their selection, need to invest a 
significant time and effort into establishing positive connections with those they will 
lead. Iles correctly notes, “No man can lead without the willingness of the people to 
follow.... The consent of the governed must be earned” (40). David was particularly 
effective in this area. He won the recommendation of Abner, Saul’s army commander 
(and an eventual rival), as well as the fidelity of Jonathan, the one who by birthright was 
Saul’s heir. This principle of positive connection is also applicable to predecessor and 
successor rapport. Initially, Saul and David shared a very close bond, one marked by 
deep affection. Those in successional connection are well served by developing and 
continuing to foster professional, if not personal, affinity for their counterparts. Part of 
what endeared David to Saul was the former’s ability to effect calm when the latter’s 
mind (spirit) was troubled. A good successor has the ability to promote healthy action, 
particularly when the predecessor’s discernment may be clouded. David may have 
entered the court as a musician, but his depth of ability allowed him to excel. Walter 
Brueggemann points out he was overqualified and “overpowers the job” (125-26). 
Accomplished leaders have a broad base of skills from which to draw from. 
 1 Samuel 18:6-9—Jealousy and conflict. The accolades David received was the 
pivotal moment at which the transition became contentious. Saul knew that his reign had 
been restricted, and that God had made plans for another to be raised up as king. In Saul’s 
service, David had grown in accomplishment and status. He was loved by Jonathan, the 
court, the military, and the people. Edelman suggests that by this time the king and court 
were likely aware that Samuel had anointed David to be the successor (136). The opening 
was there for God’s plan to be recognized, God’s anointed to be accepted, and for the 
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transition to be engaged graciously. While difficult, such action would have prevented 
years of conflict and turmoil for the two kings, for those connected to them, and for all of 
Israel. Saul either could not see this option or elected to ignore it because he was 
consumed by jealousy and anger. In the end, Saul attempted on multiple occasions to kill 
David. 
 Efforts to uncover the historic rise of David’s rule justify Saul’s response. Saul is 
viewed as properly defending his throne against a challenger. In this vein, the books of 
Samuel may be viewed as theologically interpreted Davidic propaganda (Brooks 78). 
Samuel Sostre writes about an alternative narrative the writers of Samuel did not intend: 
This narrative thread, though not always chronological, suggests that after 
having been welcomed into Saul’s house, after having been loved by 
Saul’s family, and after having been given a prestigious position in Saul’s 
army, David began a movement to wrest the kingdom from Saul. The 
narrative also tells us that David allied himself with Jonathan, Saul’s son, 
to rule the kingdom together. This storyline also reveals that, while 
banished from Saul’s house, David formed a large army in Ziklag to fight 
against Saul and it suggests that he may have been able to take control of 
Judah years before Saul’s death. The narrative also lead us to believe that 
Saul’s persecution of David was not due to jealousy, as the author 
contends, but aimed to rid his kingdom of a usurper. (233) 
 
P. E. Satterthwaite, in his article “David,” counters this presentation. He acknowledges 
the presence of apologetic elements but contends the sympathetic position of the narrator 
toward Saul and inclusion of negative characterizations concerning David would not 
likely be included if the ultimate purpose was Davidic propaganda (200). 
 In either case, justified or not, Saul responded out of jealousy and anger. 
Interestingly, the song of the women in 1 Samuel 18:7 probably did not have the intent to 
set David above Saul. Saul was the honored one, he was king and duly mentioned before 
David. The reference to thousands and tens of thousands was a literary construct intended 
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to be an equivocal praise of both leaders (Klein 188, Youngblood 708). Ronald F. 
Youngblood continues further, “From Saul’s point of view, even an assertion of equality 
for David might have been suspect” (708). Equality was not a status Saul sought to 
maintain. 1 Samuel 18:8b-9 makes clear that Saul’s concern was for his kingdom. Saul’s 
failed attempts to take David’s life added another erratic emotion to the mix. Shaul Bar 
suggests, “Saul’s failure to kill David made him afraid. Before, Saul was hostile and 
jealous of David. Now he is fearful” (55). Anger, jealousy, and fear guaranteed Saul’s 
continued decline as well as a difficult season in Israel’s history. 
 Jin-Seok Park, in his work about leadership succession, notes that key 
commentators do not address 1 Samuel with such a perspective (25). Some believe the 
divine replacement scenario is problematic for succession theory. The adverse nature of 
the narrative may be another reason. Since a number of positive biblical examples are 
available to explore, those who seek to ground successional leadership theologically, do 
not feel compelled to treat a negative example. Still, the attitude expressed in 1 Samuel 
18:8-9 and the story of Saul’s pursuit of David in the chapters following do present a 
number of considerations for successional planning. Failure is an important teacher and 
guide toward positive action. 
The first lesson is the most obvious. Pastors who are involved in successional 
arrangements should do everything they can to minimize and eliminate tensions that 
might give rise to jealousy and/or anger. This caution is of specific concern for those who 
bear the title of founder. Iles points out, “People can and will do irrational things when 
anger and pressure build. They will destroy in a moment of rage what they are trying to 
preserve and have worked a lifetime to build” (42). Saul’s frustration over the situation 
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with David led him to a point where he even threw a spear at Jonathan, his own son. 
There is a reason envy is listed among the deadly sins: 
It requires great spiritual maturity for anybody, particularly if he has grave 
responsibilities, to see and acknowledge that someone younger is abler 
than he. Once envy starts, it shoots up like a weed and cannot be pulled 
out except by the most heroic of measures. Insidiously it destroys a man’s 
competence in his own tasks. (Caird, Schroeder, and Little 982) 
 
Unchecked jealousy can discredit a pastor and wreck a ministry very quickly. The 
consequences from such an episode, as we will see, can linger for years. 
 A second lesson can be learned, timing is critical in transitions. Saul, as suggested 
above, could have exited gracefully and maintained his stateliness. He could have spared 
God’s people and himself the grave struggle that erupted. Alberto Soggin shares the 
following opinion: 
In the case of Saul we have a man who was elected by God for a specific 
task but could not surrender his office once that task had been 
accomplished and could not see that others, more gifted than himself, were 
ready to succeed him. From this spiritual insensitivity there arose an inner 
conflict which led the protagonist to pathological forms of mistrust, 
hypochondria and persecution mania. (qtd. in Gunn 120-21) 
 
Spiritual insensitivity is an appropriate phrase. The moment was ripe. Saul and David 
were both being praised. Had Saul been spiritually sensitive, he could have facilitated 
David’s coronation and been lauded all the more. More importantly, God would have 
honored Saul’s humility and blessed him in other ways. The praise David received could 
have translated into a smooth shift of authority. Saul did not want to relinquish the 
throne, and is an understandable feeling. He had not made that choice, nevertheless the 
decision had been made, and notice had been given. His choice was one of acceptance or 
denial, one of ease or turmoil. The reality is that some transitions may not be on positive 
terms. Amicable transitions are made all the easier with apt timing. With spiritual 
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sensitivity, problematic transitions can be mitigated. Predecessors, particularly the long-
termed or founding, need to be mindful of timing lest they remain too long. Many fruitful 
records have been blemished by tenures extended an extra season. Good transitions seize 
on spiritually opportune moments. 
 The third lesson focuses on the response of the successor. It is applicable to all 
transitions, good and bad. The successor should not speak or act negatively with regard to 
his or her predecessor. David certainly had the right to do both, but he did neither. 
Depending on how one reads the events in 1 Samuel and the accounting of certain verses, 
Saul attempted to kill David at least a dozen times. In between failed attempts to murder 
his rival, Saul worked to humiliate and delegitimize David. In 1 Samuel 25:44 Saul took 
his daughter Michal, David’s first wife, and gave her to another man. He wanted to 
remove any family claim David might make concerning the throne and also embarrass 
him in the process. David responded with respect by speaking and treating the king 
accordingly:  
But David said to Abishai, “Do not destroy him; for who can raise his 
hand against the Lord’s anointed, and be guiltless?” David said, “As the 
Lord lives, the Lord will strike him down; or his day will come to die; or 
he will go down into battle and perish. The Lord forbid that I should raise 
my hand against the Lord’s anointed. (1 Samuel 26:9-11) 
 
David exercised great restraint. Indeed, David spared Saul’s life two times. The measure 
with which one treats authority, will become the measure with which he will be treated 
when authority is his. Transitional leadership is not easy and requires one to always 
maintain a proper perspective: 
The path to leadership and the journey of leadership is often fraught with 
insult and humiliation by wrong thinking and wrong doing people. 
Sometimes you can not fix the people and you can not fix the situation. 
David had to endure and do what was right as best he could. To those who 
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lead in times of transition it must be remembered you can not fix 
everything. (Iles 52) 
 
Successors must exercise wisdom and sometimes restraint. Doing so brings a high level 
of credibility to and builds respect for the successor. Avoiding negative action and speech 
directed toward a predecessor is always appropriate. 
 David was not without error as he navigated the tumult. The fourth lesson to be 
learned from the Saul-David exchange is to monitor actions for unintended consequences. 
In 1 Samuel 21, David sought help from the priest Ahimelech. Upon his arrival at the 
tabernacle David fabricates a story to ease Ahimelech’s concern and to help facilitate a 
request for provisions: 
David’s story ... was a pure fabrication. Hungry, weak in body, and 
undefended by weapons, David was naturally severely tired. In his 
rejection, and fugitive condition, hunted like a wild animal, he almost 
seemed to be another person, no longer the man of joyous faith. His 
conduct must be viewed with those facts in mind. (Unger 393) 
 
This lie would prove very costly, but not for David. Saul had Ahimelech, eighty-four 
other priests, and the other inhabitants of Nob slaughtered because of the support David 
received. David would later confess his part in the devastation (1 Sam. 22:22). While he 
measured his words carefully when speaking of Saul, David failed to guard his own 
words in this instance. Speaking and acting with integrity have already been mentioned. 
The admonition applies not only to one’s successional counterpart, but to everyone 
involved. David’s deceiving words set in motion a tragic course of events. The king in 
waiting may have acted out of survival, but the unintended consequence cost many 
people their lives. The major point to be taken here is that transitional leaders must be 
mindful of unintended consequences and the possible impact they may have upon those 
who stand at the periphery.  
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 1 Samuel 31:1-6; 2 Samuel 5:1-5—Saul’s death. The saga of Israel’s first 
change of royalty would play out over years. Ultimately, it required Saul’s absence, in the 
form of his death, before the change could be consummated. Saul died an inglorious 
death by his own hand after his sons were killed and he was wounded in a lost battle with 
the Philistines. David did not receive the news with elation. He grieved the loss of his 
predecessor and his good friend Jonathan. David was installed as king of Judah rather 
quickly (2 Sam. 2:4), another 7½ years would pass before his reign was solidified over all 
Israel (2 Sam. 5:5). The intervening years were filled with strife between what remained 
of Saul’s house and David’s (2 Sam. 3:1). The entire episode played out over a span of 
twenty to thirty years. Almost one-fourth of David’s entire time in power was given to 
stabilizing post-transition Israel. He would eventually move ahead and lead his nation to 
its most prosperous era. 
 Poor transitions extract a tremendous toll on all those involved and can even have 
a multi-generational impact. In extreme cases, progress cannot be achieved until the 
former leader is completely removed from any sphere of influence. Even then, the church 
may remain divided by supporters who identify with either the predecessor or the 
successor. Time, resources, momentum, vision, and even souls may be lost as the church 
regroups. Turnaround requires more time and energy. Some churches will succeed and 
move forward to accomplish great things for the kingdom. Some will never recover 
vitality. Table 2.2 lists some important points for churches and pastor to consider when 
planning and executing a succession plan. 
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Table 2.2. Strategic Observations from the Saul-David Succession 
Planning Points to Consider 
Hearts properly aligned with God are required for effective leadership and smooth exchanges 
Substantial relational investments must be made by a successor with those he or she will lead and with the 
leader he or she follows. 
An effective successor will know how to promote accomplishments through his or her predecessor and will 
not speak or act negatively regarding him or her. 
Successful transitions will capitalize on spiritually strategic timing. 
Unintended consequences and their impact should be considered during every stage. 
Jealousy and anger will corrupt a transition. 
Because some transitions are born out of difficult circumstances, detailed plans should be prepared and 
available in case they need to be used. 
Poorly effected transitions are costly and have long-lasting effects. 
 
 
 
Paul and Timothy 
 The example of Paul and Timothy differs in two distinct ways from the 
successions considered already. One, this example was not position centered. Neither 
national leadership nor a kingship were in question. Instead, the focus was upon 
missional authority. Two, Timothy did not receive a direct appointment from God. God’s 
involvement was not absent, but it was exercised indirectly (Stepp 138). Paul exercised 
apostolic power when he selected Timothy. 
 Paul was one of the most important individuals in early Christianity. Luke T. 
Johnson concludes that in the writing of Paul, “the Christian movement found its first and 
most vivid voice” (242). Joan Comay and Ronald Brownrigg note Paul helped the Church 
to become a world-wide movement (310). His initial intent was something very different. 
He wanted to eradicate the Church. Paul was born a Roman citizen and was raised in the 
Jewish faith; he followed the ways of the Pharisees and studied under Gamaliel. He was 
devoted to the law and zealous in its defense. Scripture records in Acts 8:3 that Saul’s 
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persecution of Christians had a ravaging effect. A trip to Damascus changed 
everything—his heart, his faith, his name (Saul to Paul), and his mission. Paul possessed 
a keen ability for organization which he then used to become an effective founder and 
pastor of churches (L. Johnson 242). The erstwhile persecutor of the Christian faith 
became its promulgator until his execution in AD 67. 
 Timothy had a mixed heritage. Acts 16:1 shares that his mother was Jewish while 
his father was Greek. Timothy was a believer. His mother and grandmother were also 
Christians. Young Timothy clearly benefited from the presence of these matriarchal 
witnesses in his life (2 Tim. 1:5). On Paul’s second journey, he recruited Timothy. 
Allison A. Trites writes, “Evidently Paul believed that Timothy was one of the promising 
younger leaders in the emerging church…” (649). Timothy grew in ministry and became 
integral to Paul’s work. John B. Polhill suggests that following Timothy’s recruitment, 
there was no “missionary companion more thoroughly involved” with Paul (343). 
Eventually, Paul instructed Timothy to remain in Ephesus, perhaps as his permanent 
appointment. Tradition holds that Timothy became the first bishop of Ephesus and was 
eventually martyred there in AD 97 while defending the faith (Stanford 7). 
Acts 16:1-5—Timothy’s recruitment. In this passage, Timothy is mentioned for 
the first time in connection with Paul. The apostle had returned to Derbe and Lystra for 
the purpose of strengthening the believers. Paul and Barnabas had been effective at 
winning converts in this region when they had passed through before (Acts 14). This 
time, however, Silas was Paul’s companion. Barnabas and Paul had parted ways back in 
Jerusalem over the inclusion of John Mark. In Lystra, the two preachers met Timothy, a 
disciple about whom the whole Christian community spoke highly about. Paul wanted 
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Timothy to join the evangelistic campaign. The account does not offer any specific 
reason, but Paul’s desire was clear. He circumcised Timothy and the three of them set out 
to do God’s work. Scripture records the companions’ success, “Churches were 
strengthened in faith and increased in numbers daily” (16:5). 
 A few applicable points toward healthy succession can be made here. First, 
Timothy was described as a disciple rather than just a believer. The biblical narrative may 
not intend any distinction. In application, however, one chosen as a ministry partner and 
possible successor should evidence considerable practice in Christian disciplines. In 1 
Timothy 3:6, Paul writes that a person who is a recent convert should not be considered 
for leadership. The same passage also mentions a qualified candidate should be 
respectable. The testimonial regarding Timothy was that the believers spoke well of him, 
in Lystra and in Iconium. He had a positive reputation, not just in his own community but 
in the surrounding region as well. Thus, a second point of reference is character. A 
predecessor must exercise diligence to ensure that a chosen successor is truly 
commendable. Finally, the choice of a successor must be based on capacity. William H. 
Willimon identifies Timothy’s Greek/Jewish heritage as a mission-valuable asset: 
Timothy is chosen, not only because he is well thought of but also because 
in his background he unites both Jew and gentile. Leadership in the church 
is a function dependent upon what the church needs to have done. One is 
chosen by the church as a leader not as a matter of privilege or personal 
right or of individual status but as a function of the church’s mission. The 
church determines that one has what it takes to facilitate the church’s 
mission. (134) 
 
Spiritual and personal traits are not sufficient enough. The next generation leader must 
have a skill set suited to advance missional practice. Timothy was “competent in every 
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way for Christian ministry” (Macgregor and Ferris 212). He offered a mature faith, 
respectable character, and a unique background appropriate for the work ahead. 
1 Timothy 1:2; 2 Timothy 1:2; 1 Corinthians 4:17; Philippians 2:22—A 
paternal relationship. These passages demonstrate that Paul and Timothy shared a very 
close connection. They served together for approximately seventeen years (Comay and 
Brownrigg 421). Consequently, the paternal sentiments expressed in 1 and 2 Timothy 
should not be a surprise. Discounting pseudonymous authorship, these two epistles would 
have been written near the end of Paul’s career and life. The other paternal comments in 
Corinthians and Philippians come earlier though. They show a depth of collegial respect 
and love was achieved quickly. Many believe the fatherly comments are indicative of 
Paul’s influence during Timothy’s conversion (Earle 349, Trites 651). This scenario may 
have occurred during events recorded in Acts 14 which took place on Paul’s first 
missionary journey. If true, it adds important history to Timothy’s selection in Acts 16. 
 Paul’s participation in Timothy’s conversion is not essential to the relationship 
they shared or implications for succession. Being so profoundly involved in another’s life 
is something quite special, particularly, at such a level so as to influence conversion, 
deepen faith, model ministry, and send one out in service. Paul and Timothy’s bond was 
forged by the travel, difficult ministry, and common faith they shared. Michael Cooper 
highlights three essential characteristics that marked the interaction of the elder with the 
younger—appreciation, commitment, and encouragement (56-57). Cooper further 
suggests that to facilitate transformation, these qualities are necessary in a leader’s 
relationship with his or her co-workers. 
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The foundation of any effective succession is a healthy rapport between the two 
involved. Additionally, the exiting leader should be mindful to leave a healthy heritage 
(Park 32). Parents/predecessors desire to train their children/successors so they may 
become well-positioned for life/ministry. Paul demonstrated an awareness of the 
important concepts of relationship and heritage through his use of parental language. 
 1 Corinthians 16:10-11; 1 Timothy 5:23—Emotional and physical care. 
Paul’s concern for Timothy was not restricted to vocational training. Paul also looked 
after his younger co-worker emotionally and physically. In 1 Corinthians 16, Paul 
directed the Corinthian church about their behavior toward his delegate. Paul was likely 
mindful of his own difficult reception at Corinth (1 Cor. 4:1-13). He instructed the 
Corinthians to put Timothy at ease, make sure he was treated properly, and in the end, 
sent away peacefully. At an early stage in their work together, Paul may not have wanted 
Timothy’s confidence to be tried. Perhaps, Paul did not want Timothy to encounter 
treatment that was unfair (Yap 32). Either way Paul wanted Timothy’s experience to be 
positive. A predecessor has the unique opportunity to help define the environment where 
his or her successor will serve. He or she has the opportunity to reshape unjust or unfair 
behavior for the one following him. A predecessor should exercise care over elements 
that affect the mind and spirit of the successor. 
 In 1 Timothy 5:23, Paul expressed his physical concern for Timothy and 
suggested a curative course of action. Thomas C. Oden writes, “It was not beyond Paul’s 
interest to advise Timothy concerning his diet and health” (152). For whatever reason, 
perhaps a misunderstanding about purity, ascetic influence, extreme piety, Timothy acted 
in a way that was detrimental to his personal health (Mounce 318-319). Paul encouraged 
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Timothy to behave in a manner more appropriate for his self-care. Ministry life can easily 
become an obstruction to good health practices. Successional leaders need to pursue 
proper balance. Predecessors should model and insist on actions that promote physical 
wellness. After all, poor health does not allow individuals to offer his best ministry. 
 1 Thessalonians 2:17-3:10; 1 Corinthians 4:16-17; Philippians 2:19-24;  
1 Timothy 1:3-7—Apostolic assignment. Timothy was tasked with a number of 
challenging responsibilities. When Paul could not personally attend to a church in need, 
he would send Timothy. Paul’s commendation to each church about his ambassador 
established Timothy’s authority to speak and act on the apostle’s behalf. These missions 
extended the effectiveness of Paul’s apostolic work and increased the impact of the larger 
Christian movement. 
Timothy was sent to Thessalonica to strengthen and encourage believers who 
faced persecution. Timothy was dispatched to Corinth to reassert Paul’s authority and 
bring the church’s theology and conduct into line with true teaching. Paul wanted to visit 
the Philippians but was in prison. He sent Timothy because Timothy’s presence would be 
equivalent to the apostle’s. No one could represent Paul any closer, love the people any 
better, or serve Christ’s interest with any more sincerity. Timothy’s toughest and longest 
assignment was in Ephesus. Christ’s work was suffering from false and ignorant teachers. 
Paul wanted Timothy to put an end to this waywardness, set a new direction, and offer a 
better example (1 Tim. 4:12). 
A few conclusions are evident in these apostolic assignments. First, during 
succession, predecessor and successor have the potential to maximize influential 
presence. A great deal can be learned and achieved through common activities. 
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Conversely, certain distinct tasks can increase the learning and achievement for both the 
leaders and those who are led. Second, first-generation authority must be communicated 
on behalf of the second generation. Paul made clear his presence was indistinguishable 
from Timothy’s. Third, a successor’s authority may be representative, but it also needs to 
be functional. Timothy did not need to obtain Paul’s approval to teach or act in the places 
where he was sent. He arrived with the commission to do so. Reserved or qualified 
authority reduces standing. It may also be a manifestation of inadequate trust. 
 2 Corinthians 1:1; Philippians 1:1; Colossians 1:1; 1 Thessalonians 1:1; 2 
Thessalonians 1:1; Philemon 1:1—Salutary authority. Timothy was named six times 
in the salutations of Paul’s letters. While some scholars believe Timothy’s inclusion 
represents co-authorship, most reject authorial contribution (O’Brien 272). However, 
Timothy’s inclusion is not to be discounted. Samuel Byrskog’s article, “Co-Senders, Co-
Authors, and Paul’s Use of the First Person Plural” is a focused exploration of the 
authorship question. His summary affirms a co-sender perspective. In his presentation, he 
also highlights the infrequency of such additions in Greco-Roman and Jewish letters 
(233-34). Therefore, Paul’s inclusion of Timothy was meant to convey something more 
than the courtesy Curtis Vaughn suggests (172). The rarity of this type of inclusion spoke 
to Timothy’s status. Paul acted cooperatively and humbly, qualities not normally ascribed 
to him. He shared credit and reputation. As Paul did so, he elevated Timothy’s authority 
and helped position Timothy for credible ministry in immediate and future milieus. 
 Predecessors should find appropriate avenues, traditional and non-traditional, to 
elevate the standing of their successors. Increasing a successor’s status is helpful for 
present and future ministry. The proposition, however, is not easily executed: 
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In passing, one cannot overlook this thoughtful inclusion of Timothy as 
coauthor of a letter that was to be read publicly at a church meeting…. In 
human relations it is always a serious difficulty for an older and abler man 
to work in harness with a young subordinate and not allow the distinction 
between superior and inferior to spoil the teamwork…. 
The simple principle of two unequal personalities working happily 
within a higher loyalty that keeps self in second place is basic to all free 
co-operation. (Scott and Wicks 15) 
 
A leader’s natural instinct is to lead. Consequently, an established leader may have 
difficulty sharing control and credit with one who is rising. These free exchanges 
however, are necessary to a transitional environment to reach positive ends. A few 
relevant principles from the Paul-Timothy succession are share in Table 2.3.  
 
Table 2.3. Strategic Observations from the Paul-Timothy Succession 
Planning Points to Consider 
Successors must be chosen on the basis of mature faith, respectable character, and the capacity to advance 
missional objectives. 
A healthy relationship between predecessor and successor is foundational. 
Predecessors should work to create a healthy environment—vocationally, emotionally, and physically for 
the successor. 
Succession principals should make use of the season of transition to maximize influential presence. 
A successor’s authority must be functional and it must be clearly communicated by the predecessor. 
The free exchange of control and credit facilitates a positive transitional environment. 
 
 
 
Business Literature 
 At the start of this chapter, a quote by John Maxwell was shared regarding the 
intuitive nature of corporations and business leaders to plan toward succession. Such a 
statement might lead one to conclude that transition planning is common place. The truth 
is that the corporate community continues to struggle with both planning and effecting 
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successful leadership transfers. Substantial history and theory are available, yet the 
practice remains underutilized and unperfected. 
 Two separate 2012 studies revealed that 51 percent of companies do not have 
formal succession plans in place for C-level positions, those titular roles that begin with 
“Chief” (“Succession Planning” 22). These statistics are similar to ones found by the 
Institute for Corporate Productivity in 2010. Their indicating that 56 percent of 
companies lacked a formal succession strategy. Further, of those without a formal plan, 
only 52 percent had an informal process and only 40 percent had a future intention to 
establish a formal procedure (qtd. in Sims 64). Ironically, when corporate leaders are 
asked, 98 percent acknowledge the vital position succession planning should occupy 
(Cascio 6). The business world understands the value and acknowledges the importance 
of good transitional practice. However, it still struggles with effective implementation. 
Further, the organizations and leaders who do give attention to the “Who comes 
next?” question face daunting odds. Noel M. Tichy writes, “The decision of who will 
lead an organization—large or small, for profit or nonprofit—after its current leader 
departs is the most momentous one that any CEO, director, or senior leader is likely to 
make over the course of her or his career” (“Succession: How to Get” 26). Evidence from 
the Center for Creative Leadership supports Tichy’s comment. In large organizations, 40 
percent of new CEOs fail within eighteen months (Bates 54). Overall, Tichy, who has 
five decades of experience with this subject, estimates 80 percent of leaders get this call 
wrong (“Succession: How to Get” 30). Positive transitions are not guaranteed, and they 
are hard won, even in an arena with a predisposition toward succession. Tichy puts 
forward this inescapable conclusion: “There is no perfect, failproof process, but a plan is 
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better than no plan” (Succession: Mastering 27). Failures occur regularly, serving notice 
about the necessity to plan thoroughly for a good handoff. 
Victories can be and are achieved. From those positive stories some key 
components can be drawn out and practiced. These principles fall into four general 
categories—leadership development, communication, process, and post-transition issues. 
Leadership Development 
The overwhelming majority of information about leadership succession in 
business focuses on the need to cultivate qualified candidates. This process is referred to 
as the leadership pipeline or succession pipeline. In discussing the leadership pipeline, 
Tichy presents what he calls “two immutable facts about leadership: 1. Leadership 
matters. 2. Continuity of leadership matters” (Succession: Mastering 20). 
Leadership continuity is best achieved when succession involves internal 
promotion (Cascio 6). In the “Succession Planning Orientation Guide” a Booz Allen 
Hamilton study is cited which concluded, “Over their entire tenures, CEOs appointed 
from the inside tend to outperform outsiders” (20). The advantage of an internal selection 
is that the successor already possesses critical knowledge about institutional culture and 
resources both of which are necessary to maintain directional momentum. Two more 
important factors argue the case for an internal transition. “An externally hired CEO’s 
annual compensation can be 75 to 100 percent greater than that of an internal 
appointment. In addition, an outside CEO is less likely to stay long term and has a higher 
risk of early failure” (Saporito 27). Familiarity, energy, cost and longevity are just a few 
reasons why internal candidates are preferred. It should be noted, in situations where the 
need for change trumps continuity, an external contender may be the better option. 
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Leadership development must become part of the business culture and a primary 
objective of the current leader. Wayne F. Cascio places this concern at the top of his key 
steps: “Ensure that the sitting CEO understands the importance of this task and makes it a 
priority” (7). Tichy reinforces the importance leadership development and believes it and 
succession planning are inseparable: 
If and when they are conducted properly, succession planning and 
leadership development are really one and the same thing. Such critical 
tasks need to be at the top of every leader’s priority list; they should not be 
accorded cursory attention at the occasional meeting but attended to every 
day of the year. (“Succession: How to Get” 29) 
 
The attention and effort applied to leadership development will have a major impact upon 
a predecessor’s ability to transfer leadership positively to a successor. 
Below the corporate level, in partnerships and small businesses, internal 
succession is understood in a different manner. The smaller number of employees limits 
the pool of potential surrogates. Talent often has to be recruited and then developed as an 
insider. Transition advisors, Joel Sinkin and Terrence Putney, consider both of the steps 
just mentioned as aspects of internal succession. With proper diligence, an appropriate 
external selection can be made to bring in an individual who has the capacity to develop 
an internal connection and identification. 
Communication 
Sinkin and Putney’s development process involves three categories—generic 
competency, firm culture (specific) competency, and mentoring. The mentoring 
arrangement is a means of “constant communication and guidance” (3) intended to ensure 
competency development. In Mentoring at Work, Kathy E. Kram defines mentoring as a 
development partnership through which one person (mentor) shares knowledge, skills 
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information, and perspective to foster the personal and professional growth of someone 
else (mentee) (2). Table 2.4 describes the four phases Kram identifies in the mentoring 
process. An exchange of clearly defined expectations within a mentoring arrangement 
can help frame success for the potential successor while giving measurable feedback to a 
predecessor about important leadership attributes. CEO Magazine identified the top five 
characteristics the best companies want to see—strategic thinking, execution, decision 
making, technical competence/expertise, and team work (Cascio 7). In the “Succession 
Planning Orientation Guide” the acrostic BASKET—behavior, attitude, skills, 
knowledge, experience, and talent—is offered as a model to define and measure essential 
traits (21). Table 2.5 reflects an even more detailed list of attributes useful in identifying 
or determining the readiness of future leaders in partnerships or smaller businesses. 
Whether it takes place in the context of a mentoring relationship or not, communication 
between current leaders and upcoming leaders must be a priority. Communication is 
necessary to convey knowledge, share values, establish competencies, nurture growth, 
manage expectations, and define success. Smooth leadership handoffs demand a high 
level of expertise in this area. 
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Table 2.4. Phases of Mentoring 
Phase Description 
Initiation 
The initiation state lasts 6 to 12 months. The young adult admires the senior 
manager’s competence and recognizes the capacity to be a source of support and 
guidance. The older manager realizes the younger manager is someone with 
potential and is coachable. 
Cultivation 
This state lasts from 2 to 5 years. The senior manager provides challenging work, 
coaching, visibility, protection, and sponsorship. The young manager gains self-
confidence, new attitudes, values, and styles of operation. 
Separation 
The third phase is marked by some turmoil, anxiety and feelings of loss. The 
younger manager experiences independence and autonomy while the senior can 
demonstrate his or her success at developing management as they move apart. 
Redefinition 
The relationship becomes friendship. The senior manager continues to be a 
supporter and takes pride in the young manager’s accomplishments. The young 
manager responds with gratitude for the early years, but is not dependent. 
Source: Kram 49-63. 
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Table 2.5. Attributes of a Partner 
 
Attribute Description 
Leadership 
Provides guidance and is a role model for other partners and staff to achieve the 
firm’s goals. 
Client management 
Can manage adequate number of client relationships profitably and effectively, and 
clients see the person as their trusted adviser. 
Personal 
productivity 
Is personally productive in supplying services to clients and has a strong work ethic. 
Growth Is able to develop new client relationships and expand services to existing clients. 
Firm management Participates in the overall management of the firm and is a good businessperson. 
Technical skills 
Has developed the technical skills necessary to provide exemplary service to clients 
and is known as an expert in a valuable service area. 
Teamwork Puts the firm’s interests ahead of his or her own and promotes a team attitude. 
Staff development 
Assists in recruiting new talent and developing staff and is seen as a mentor to 
others in the firm. 
Community 
involvement 
Is the face of the firm in the community. 
Professional 
involvement 
Is involved in the profession outside the firm. 
Passionate Has unwavering loyalty to the firm and has a passion for making the firm successful. 
Communication 
skills 
Excels in written and spoken communication. 
Personal 
investment 
Is on a constant journey to improve and sees every day as an opportunity to learn. 
Source: Sinkin and Putney 3. 
 
 
 
 Communication should not be limited only to the parties in leadership. Many 
other connections that need to be included in the process. A CEO needs to work together 
with the board and with the Chief Human Resources Officer (Bates 54, Tichy, 
Succession: Mastering 107-109). Succession candidates should also have broad exposure 
within the organization (Cascio 7), and they need access to the board (Cascio 7 and 
Tichy, Succession: Mastering 113). Rising leaders should be heard when they have 
differing viewpoints. “Yes-men and women” usually do not make the best executives 
(Cascio 7). Good communication is also necessary to establish confidence with 
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stakeholders and other executives, staff, and employees. The succession process is an 
organizational one and should not be limited “to a sole individual or entity, whether it is 
the CEO, the chairman or a search firm” (Saporito 26). Multiple avenues of 
communication foster healthy partnership, involvement and oversight. 
 One specific item within the framework of communication should be highlighted. 
Leaders should communicate to the board a plan for succession before the board has to 
come and ask: 
Going to the board early before the board comes to you puts the CEO 
ahead of the curve in preparing the future transition. This is a subtle way 
for the CEO to influence yet not explicitly control the process by 1. setting 
a timetable, 2. framing the issue, 3. letting the board know it is an 
important CEO priority and yet at the same time, 4. giving board members 
a sense that they have been called into the game early, with ample time for 
them to provide oversight. (Tichy, Succession: Mastering 109-10) 
 
Many transitions are hampered because of the absence of this bit of communication. 
When a board takes action first, warranted or not, tension often rises, and relationships 
vital to a healthy succession can become acrimonious. Early communication, in contrast, 
can elevate the process and strengthen a leader’s legacy. 
Process  
 Actual processes vary considerably within particular trades and certainly from 
company to company. Each process must be unique because no set of circumstances and 
no set of transitioning leaders are the same. A few general practices are common and 
useful for crafting a specific process—developing a written plan, establishing timeframes, 
facilitating an information exchange, and maintaining focus. 
 Written plan. A written transition plan is very important, and the more detailed 
the better. This document provides a stabilizing structure that “helps ensure an orderly, 
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deliberate transition while avoiding uncertainty and destabilizing political maneuvering” 
(Murphy 1). It should identify the specific responsibilities and obligations of both the 
outgoing and incoming CEOs. Information relative to other people or significant 
components connected to the process should also be addressed. If the outgoing CEO is to 
remain on the board or as Chairperson, “that role needs to be clearly defined so as not to 
interfere with the new CEO” (Murphy 4). Tichy lists the CEO who will not let go as an 
identifiable failure factor (Succession: Mastering 38-40). Once the written plan has been 
developed, it should be shared, and in a way that projects stability and a positive 
perspective. Further, publicizing the plan also creates a level of accountability. A vital 
component of the sharing process must be recognition of the departing CEO. Clarke 
Murphy points out, “Failing to show appreciation for an outgoing leader’s legitimate 
accomplishments risks alienating his or her supporters in the company and on the board” 
(6). A written transition plan organizes the many details of the process, legitimizes the 
new leader, shows respect to the departing executive, and serves as a measure of 
protection for the organization. 
 Timeframe. Leadership successions are a process not a singular event (Saporito 
28). Time lines with specific markers need to be established. This safeguard is meant to 
ensure the process moves forward properly and does not get sidetracked, co-opted, or 
stalled. Four particular timeframes are noteworthy. The first timeframe is the initiation 
period. Without a specific time to begin the process it can be easily postponed and may 
ultimately have to be instigated under less than ideal circumstances. The second 
timeframe is the candidate development and selection period: 
Given the complexity of the role of the CEO, comprehensive preparation 
of internal candidates should begin at least five years in advance of an 
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anticipated transition. A succession conceived and completed in too short 
a time does not allow for a change of direction or recovery from mistakes. 
(Saporito 26) 
 
Some transitions are even more involved. Cascio points to the decade-long mentoring 
relationship between Charles Holliday and Ellen Kullman at DuPont (7). The third 
timeframe is the onboarding period for the chosen successor.  Murphy suggests, “A solid 
transition spans a full year” (4). According to Steve Bates a minimum of six months is 
required, but he suggests as long as necessary, “It is best to plan for a lengthy onboarding 
process to set up the chosen candidate for success (56). Thomas J. Saporito would 
concur, “Current research shows that successful integration actually takes between 12 and 
18 months. The transition should not be considered complete until this milestone has 
been reached” (28). Post successor selection, the onboarding process should not extend 
more than two years. This time may or may not include an overlap with the following 
phase. The final timeframe is the departure of the incumbent CEO:  
The retirement date of the CEO must be negotiated and established. A 
common oversight in several succession plans is failing to provide a 
transition plan for the CEO. Hence, the CEO remains busy with the 
business and the succession plan, then suddenly faces an unexpected 
transition into retirement that can lead to unnecessary conflicts between all 
parties. (Stevenson) 
 
These four timeframes are critical components to the overall process. Firm dates should 
be established and included in the written plan. 
Information exchange. Good transitions incentivize the first-hand exchange of 
information between a predecessor and a successor. The departing leader should have 
scheduled time with the incoming leader to share stories and tips (Kleinsorge 69). The 
outgoing CEO should also “familiarize the incoming CEO with his or her vision as well 
as knowledge of the company and the executive team” (Saporito 28). This type of sharing 
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takes place naturally within the mentoring process presented earlier. Apart from a 
mentoring or successional overlap, boards need to be diligent at facilitating such 
opportunities. 
 Focus. Leaders cannot become distracted. The process cannot become distracted. 
Focus must remain on future needs, not on the organization’s or a particular leader’s past 
accomplishments (Cascio 7). Executives and directors alike have to work to make sure 
strategy and objectives remain aligned. Collective vision, future direction, and a guiding 
culture are needed to achieve stated goals (Saporito 27). Tichy’s number one failure 
factor is SPOTS—Succession Plans on Top Shelves. He writes, “The existence of an 
inoperable or poorly conceived plan can actually hinder the organic evolution of a 
genuine process designed to develop the next generation of leaders under the intensive 
and committed guidance of the current one” (Succession: Mastering 33). Many dynamics 
are in play during a transition period, any one of which can derail the process. Careful 
attention must be sustained to keep the process functioning and on track. 
Post-Transition Concerns 
 Impactful issues must be considered at the end of or following a transition. The 
first and most substantial is emotional dynamics. Change is difficult. The former CEO 
may struggle with a variety of emotional aspects related to the transition (Bates 55). 
Other executives who were involved may have personal emotions and challenges that 
directly impact “how they view themselves and their relationships with their peers and 
superiors” (Saporito 28). Such feelings need to be acknowledged, respected, and 
ultimately resolved.  
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A second concern is connected to tenure impact. Great value is attached to the 
first one hundred days following transitions. This amount of time is touted loudly during 
seasons of political change but is also echoed in business circles as well. Cascio writes, 
“The tenure of the prior CEO seems to impact the early years of the successor’s tenure. 
Specifically, a lengthy tenure of the prior CEO leads to inertia, making it difficult for the 
successor to initiate strategic change” (7). Often progress assessments are made within 
months. Where long-tenured predecessors are concerned, years may need to be 
considered. 
The final transition concern deals with the new leader’s relationship with the 
board, particularly when an internal succession takes place. Murphy suggests, “Even if 
the new CEO is known to the board, it is important that they begin to relate to him or her 
in the new role through one-on-one meetings” (6). If the new CEO was an external 
appointment, working relationships need to be established, and both parties need to get to 
know each other. The lack of a workable rapport will lead to failure. Therefore 
strengthening the connection between the new CEO and the board has to be an important 
post-transition priority. 
Technical, Political, Cultural (TPC) Theory 
 TPC Theory focuses on three dimensions of organizational change—technical, 
political and cultural. Dr. Noel Tichy, Professor of Management and Organizations at the 
University of Michigan’s Ross School of Business, first presented the TPC concept in his 
book Managing Strategic Change: Technical, Political, and Cultural Dynamics. In a new 
work, Succession: Mastering the Make-or-Break Process of Leadership Transition Tichy 
applies his TPC Theory to every aspect of executive transition. The Technical Dimension 
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refers to decision making in the areas of goal setting, strategy, design and revision. The 
Political dimension is concerned with how power and resources are allocated. 
Promotions, growth assignments, budget decisions, and organizational power structures 
are examples of Political dynamics. The Cultural Dimension, which Tichy believes to be 
the most difficult challenge, is focused on organizational values and beliefs and how team 
members interpret them (Succession: Mastering 24-27). Tichy concludes that too many 
transition plans stall or become ineffective due to “an excessive and even obsessive focus 
by the key players (board, CEO, CHRO) on the technical aspects of the process” (28). 
Tichy believes attention should be divided thusly: 20 percent should be spent on technical 
issues while the remaining 80 percent should be divided between the more complex 
political and cultural demands. For those in transition, the TPC theory provides a 
framework to use as they evaluate each element and stage for positive and negative 
influences. 
Family Business 
 Family-owned or family-controlled businesses account for nearly 60 percent of 
the world’s companies. Lamentably, only 30 percent of them will pass to a second 
generation, and only 3 percent will continue all the way to a fourth generation (Tichy, 
Succession: Mastering 236). The latter number is evidence of the Buddenbrooks 
Syndrome, named after Thomas Mann’s 1901 novel, a term business historians use to 
reference the inability of a family business to survive past the third generation. A recent 
study identified four primary characteristics of top family-run companies—they (1) 
establish governance baselines, (2) retain family uniqueness, (3) identify future leaders, 
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and (4) bring discipline to the succession process (Fernández-Aráoz, Iqbal, and Ritter 
85). These actions may be the key to breaking the Buddenbrooks cycle. 
 Traditional transition practices can be helpful, particularly for identifying future 
leaders. However, the family component adds an additional level of complexity to issues 
such as governance and disciplined succession. In addition to the normal concerns 
surrounding business continuity, a familial incumbent has to balance family harmony. 
The amount of emphasis placed upon these two competing motivations is more 
determinant of success than standard practices are. Michael Gilding, Sheree Gregory, and 
Barbara Cosson evaluate these two motives and discuss the outcome typologies 
associated with them. Durable family succession takes place when transparent and stable 
protocols are established for indviduals. The balanced pursuit of family harmony and 
continuity allows for institutionalization. Where weak motivations for family harmony 
and business continuity exist, succession planning is not likely to occur without 
intervention and implosion is the likely outcome. Imposition takes place when 
incumbants make their own call about continuity without regard for family harmony. The 
counter to imposition is individualization. In this scenario family harmony outweighs 
continuity, so the business is sold and assets are divided between individual stakeholders 
(303-08; see Figure 2.1). 
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Figure 2.1. Family business succession typologoes. 
 
 Two dominant factors contribute to the failure of family business successions. 
First, patriarchs are often unable to let go of the business. They have invested heavily and 
are hesitant to surrender control and security. P. Sharma, J. J. Chrisman, A. L. Pablo and 
J. H. Chua write,  “incumbents’ ‘inability to let go’ is the single most cited barrier to 
effective family business succession” (qtd. in Gilding, Gregory, and Cosson 304). 
Second, patriarchs fail to nurture or teach their children how to succeed them. The 
innovator and builder mentality never gives way to the teacher motif so unfortunately 
founders struggle to encourage and involve the second generation (Gilding, Gregory, and 
Cosson 304). Jeffery S. McMullen and Benjamin J. Warnick also thoroughly examine the 
issue of nurture. The conlusion they draw is that affective behaviors focused on the child-
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successor’s competance, autonomy, and relatedness provide the largest benefit to the 
child-successor, parent-founder, family, and family business (1404). 
Nonprofit 
 Functional differences between for-profit and nonprofit succession are slight. The 
same essential process applies to both. The difference is found in the purpose of the 
organization and the motivation of its leader: 
The most obvious differentiator is that nonprofit leaders and future leaders 
have with virtually no exceptions signed on to a mission—a term with 
both religious and military connotations—as opposed to pursing a set of 
goals primarily dominated by financial considerations” (Tichy, 
Succession: Mastering 273). 
 
Consequently, any transition process must “stay close to the mission of the organization” 
(Redington and Vickers 7). The motivation nuance also extends beyond the executives. 
Missional affinity causes employees, board members, and even clients to feel an 
ownership stake in the institution.  
  Tim Wolfred views leadership transitions as occasions for agency renewal. When 
a current leader leaves, Wolfred promotes transformational activities to renew and 
reenergize agency success instead of a static transactional approach (9). Wolfred speaks 
about three phases—Prepare, Pivot, and Thrive. During the Prepare stage strategic 
direction is defined and corresponding leadership requirements are developed (24). The 
Pivot stage has a two-fold purpose. First, Pivot is concerned with the search and selection 
of a leader who matches the missional criteria identified in Prepare (25). Second, Pivot 
addresses “organizational deficiencies identified in the scoping work of the Prepare 
phase” (25). The last phase is Thrive, “The new executive is oriented to the agency” (26). 
Team building begins, and everyone moves forward together with renewed focus. 
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 Redington and Vickers offer some guiding questions that can help measure how 
well an organization is handling the transition process.  
Internally 
 Do the organization’s activities reflect the mission statement, and do 
the strategic goals and directions work to achieve the mission? 
 Does the organization’s product—whether education, programming, 
art, or services—remain high quality? 
Externally 
 Has the organization maintained (or even increased) its position and 
reputation within the community? 
 Does the audience or served population feel a similar comfort level 
with the organization’s product, in that they are pleased with any changes 
or have not perceived any? (32) 
 
The foundation of nonprofits is the mission. During transition periods the mission should 
be guarded, renewed, and used to measure transitional progress. 
 During the transition of nonprofit directors a few specific concerns should be 
addressed. The mission should not be held as an individual responsibility: 
Founding directors who try to single-handedly hold in trust the mission of 
the organization create boards which are not practiced at owning and 
caring for the mission and are, therefore, ill-equipped to take hold at a 
time of executive succession. (Redington and Vickers 11) 
 
Missional responsibility needs to be shared with others, often and early. 
Timing is critical. Community connections and donor relationships take time to 
foster and are often reputation based. “When the ‘long and strong’ executive pulls out 
with no more than a couple months’ preparation the agency often goes into a period of 
serious decline” (Wolfred 120). Redington and Vickers suggest a minimum of eighteen 
months for founding directors (7). Nonprofit transitions require careful timing. 
The incumbent’s new role must be clearly defined. Boards may desire to have the 
former executive continue in some formal capacity, often the case for founding directors: 
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Whatever the role the previous leader takes should be structured in a way 
that supports the leadership of the new executive and does not impinge on 
his prerogatives. If it’s a staff role, such as director of public policy, it’s 
under the supervision of the executive. If an emeritus role, such as founder 
and ambassador-at-large, the role’s parameters should be set by the board 
and monitored by the executive. The previous executive should wait a year 
or more before joining the board. 
And whatever the previous executive’s new status, she should 
physically move out of the agency’s facility for three months or more. The 
former executive’s presence slows staff’s detachment from the old leader 
and attachment to the new. (Wolfred 125) 
 
Reddington and Vickers call this “the leadership of letting go” (20). Letting go is not 
easy. The new nature of a continuing relationship with the former executive must be 
clearly defined. 
 An appropriate exit package should be extended to avoid creating hard feelings at 
departure. Wolfred notes, “There is no nonprofit industry standard or common practice” 
(127). If an executive’s career earnings are modest, the board may want to acknowledge 
that sacrifice. The exit package may be extended to encourage beneficial timing. Some 
packages are intended to reflect gratitude and recognize faithful and devoted service. 
Bridges’ Model 
 William Bridges’ transitional model has achieved wide acceptance across a 
number of disciplines. Bridges’ original work, Transitions: Making Sense of Life’s 
Changes, was born out of unexpected personal changes. He intended the book to serve as 
a tool to assist others going through similar journeys. Bridges breaks down the process of 
transition into three distinct phases—Endings, The Neutral Zone, and New Beginnings. 
The first step of a transition, Endings, involves “letting go of what no longer fits 
or is adequate to the life stage you are in” (Bridges, Transitions 128). Bridges uses five 
words to define the Endings concept—disengagement, dismantling, disidentification, 
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disenchantment, and disorientation. Many people fail to experience transition because 
they are not willing to let go. An Ending is an internal resolution. 
The Neutral Zone is where transition truly happens. Bridges describes the Neutral 
Zone as “a nowhere between two somewheres” and a suspension “between what was and 
will be” (Bridges, Managing Transitions 40). To further illustrate his point, Bridges 
compares the Neutral Zone to Israel’s Exodus experience. The forty years of wandering 
was not meaningless. Bridges notes, “Moses took care of transition’s ending phase when 
he led the people out of Egypt, but it was the 40 years in the neutral zone wilderness that 
got Egypt out of his people” (43). The Neutral Zone is where “inner reorientation and 
realignment” occur (Transitions 154). 
The last phase is a New Beginning. After true endings and self-reflection new 
starts can happen, and new plans can be formed. Bridges writes, “Psychologically, the 
process of return brings us back to ourselves and involves a reintegration of our new 
identity with elements of our old one” (174). A new beginning is about embracing a new 
identity. 
 Bridges also distinguishes transition from change. Change is situational. 
Transition is psychological (Managing Transitions 3). Change is an event. Transition is a 
process. The application of these concepts in organizational life can be found in Bridges’ 
books Managing Transitions: Making the Most of Change and The Character of 
Organizations: Using Personality Type in Organizational Development. The latter 
resource is particularly useful for understanding the impact transitions have upon an 
institution. Notable for this study, it has a section that addresses a founder’s character 
upon the early life cycle of an organization (Bridges, Character 10-11). 
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Ecclesiastical Literature 
 Pastoral transitions take place with great regularity. Sixty thousand church 
leadership transitions occur every year (Mullins 6). These transitions take place for a 
variety of reasons, some positive and some negative—new callings, discontentment, 
conflict, moral failure, ineffectiveness, promotion, retirement, and death. Regardless of 
the reason, the quality of the next tenure in the church’s life will be determined by a 
number of factors connected to the transition such as—culture, personalities, and process. 
Church Cultures 
Church culture is an important influence that should be carefully considered 
during a transition process. A church’s given nature has particular advantages, risks, and 
values. Failure to take into account the identity issues of a congregation can doom a 
transition from the outset.  
Four cultures. Carolyn Weese and J. Russell Crabtree, identify four distinct 
church cultures. Each one is derived from the combination of a driving force and an 
evaluating force. Churches are driven by either knowledge or personality, which directly 
relates to the role of pastor. Weese and Crabtree write, “Generally a church chooses one 
as the primary driver of its corporate life and relegates the other to an auxiliary function” 
(60). The personality-driven church is exactly as described, a ministry that is oriented 
around the pastor’s personality to achieve positive movement. The knowledge-driven 
church relies on the specialized knowledge—Biblical, theological, practical, or social—of 
a pastor to achieve its purpose (61). Subsequently, achievement is measured through style 
or effectiveness criteria. Style is a qualitative measure. The pastor is judged on an ability 
to maintain a certain tradition, or style, within the congregation (61). Effectiveness is a 
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quantitative approach where conclusions are drawn from measureable benchmarks and 
best practices (61). The alignment of a driving factor with evaluative criteria result in 
four cultures—family, icon, archival, and replication (see Figure 2.2 and Table 2.6). 
 
Personality-Driven 
Style Church 
 
Family Culture 
 
Pastor as parent, 
Elder, brother or sister 
Personality-Driven 
Effectiveness Church 
 
Icon Culture 
 
Pastor as living logo 
Knowledge-Driven 
Style Church 
 
Archival Culture 
 
Pastor as activist curator 
Knowledge-Driven 
Effectiveness Church 
 
Replication Culture 
 
Pastor as 
replicator of ministry 
Source: Weese and Crabtree. 
 
Figure 2.2. Four Church Cultures 
 
 
 
 The first culture, is Family Culture. It is driven by personality and evaluated by 
style. Family cultures develop when the pastor serves as a parental or elder brother/sister 
figure who guards family tradition and is regarded as the heart of the congregation 
(Weese and Crabtree 62). Family philosophies are motivated by being and belonging, 
continuity, relational boundaries, and feelings (69-71). 
 The Icon Culture is second. It is the other personality-driven culture, but has 
effectiveness as the evaluator. In the Icon Culture, the pastor symbolizes the character 
and ministry of the church to a community. Icon cultures utilize the pastor’s charisma as 
an entry mechanism for the church. These churches also tend to have depth of 
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programming, specialized staff, and connections to other notable personalities. 
Communication is often done on two levels, one crafted for public understanding and the 
other based in the church’s technical religious language (Weese and Crabtree 86-87). 
Icon churches tend to value creative and entrepreneurial efforts. 
The third culture Weese and Crabtree name is Archival. The driver for this culture 
is knowledge and it values style as the evaluator. Archivist congregations are typically 
associated with highly liturgical structures. Tradition is what establishes the culture for 
this body. Universal experience, hierarchical leadership, historical language, and a 
maintenance ethos also typify the archival culture (99-102). 
 Replication is the fourth and final culture. Knowledge is the driver, and 
effectiveness is used for evaluation. Replication cultures expect the pastor “to replicate 
ministry through multiplication of called, equipped, and deployed leaders and workers” 
(Weese and Crabtree 62). Two concepts are foundational to the Replication Culture. 
First, leadership can be developed. Second, knowledge—information, skill, and 
attitude—can be transferred from one leader to another (115). 
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Table 2.6. Four Cultures and Values 
Culture Rewarded Values Penalized Values 
Family 
(72) 
shared history, longevity, pedigree, 
respect, loyalty, local tradition, 
obedience, insiders, the family unity, 
children, storytelling, practical service, 
sacrifice, duty, informality,  
being together 
emphasis on effectiveness, discontinuous 
change, methods, formal processes, 
experts, credentials, measuring, 
benchmarking, outsiders 
Icon 
(87-88) 
technical expertise, sophistication, 
attractiveness, dramatic experience, 
verbal expression, high-profile 
connections, stage presence, musical 
talent, artistic skill, graphic design, 
marketing, packaging, presentation, 
innovation, creativity, risk taking, gifts 
of preaching or teaching or healing, 
style, fashion, extraversion, wit, humor, 
spontaneity, novelty 
introversion, the mundane, mysticism, 
sacrament, abstract conceptual thinking, 
uncertainty, ambiguity, failure, struggle, 
plain looks, the outdated 
Archival 
(102-03) 
historical precedent, initiation, longevity, 
pedigree, respect, loyalty, global 
continuity, order, obedience, ritual, 
continuity, formality, credential 
emphasis on effectiveness, uniqueness, 
autonomy, change, measurement, 
benchmarking, spontaneity, adaptation, 
and porous boundaries 
Replication 
(116) 
Standardized content and instructional 
methods, being teachable and trainable, 
levels of mastery, having followers, 
depth and bench strength, clarity, 
internal recruitment 
“star mentality,” person-centered 
leadership, dependency and paternalism, 
external recruitment of leadership, 
ambiguity, tradition 
Source: Weese and Crabtree 72-116 
 
 
 
Dave Travis’ four church cultures. William Vanderbloemen and Warren Bird 
offer a different approach to church cultures. They present a model suggested by Dave 
Travis, CEO of Leadership Network. This model takes into account two leadership 
issues: programming involving senior leadership (complex to simple) and the location of 
decision-making power (group-based to individual-based) (72-73). 
The four quadrants correspond loosely to different systems of church governance. 
The Key Administrator quadrant epitomizes complex congregational systems where 
power resides with large member groups. The Executive quadrant represents board 
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systems. They are still complex in nature, however, power is vested in a reduced number 
of people. The Chief of Chiefs quadrant denotes team-based structures. The overall 
administrative structure is simple, but it involves decision making at a group level. The 
last quadrant, King or Queen, is connected to a high authority individual, and may often 
be family oriented. It is a simple system that revolves around a single individual or 
couple. Culture is a determinative quality that often rises above vision. Vanderbloemen 
and Bird note, “A church’s culture of where power is located and how leadership 
decisions are made commonly trumps an imported model that doesn’t fit the existing 
culture” (76). Both Weese and Crabtree and Vanderbloemen and Bird highlight the 
importance of knowing and considering a church’s culture before planning and engaging 
transition. For instance in the King/Queen culture, “The ‘king’s and queen’s’ blessing is 
paramount for the next person to succeed” (Vanderbloemen and Bird 75). Understanding 
the values, advantages, and challenges of the culture or combination of cultures involved 
is foundational to a good transition process (see Figure 2.3). 
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Source: Vanderbloemen and Bird 71-77. 
Figure 2.3. Four Church Leader Cultures  
 
Personalities  
 Another matter to consider, beyond that of the church’s culture, is the impact of 
the persons who are involved with the transition. Ralph C. Watkins writes, “Pastoral 
transitions are transformations, and these transformations cannot be done successfully 
without all parties being active participants in the process” (15). Pastors, their families, 
staff, lay leaders, and congregants are all involved at some level. How they respond will 
help decide the degree to which a transition will be constructive or destructive. 
Depending on the initiating cause of a transition, managing personal and interpersonal 
dynamics may be even more vital. While it is true, everyone involved has a part to play, 
those who hold the positions of predecessor and successor are of most specific concern. 
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Founding and long-term pastors. A wealth of general resources exist that teach 
pastors how to leave and how to arrive. The following titles are good examples: Saying 
Goodbye (White), Ten Commandments for Pastors Leaving a Congregation (Farris), New 
Beginnings (Oswald), and The First 100 Days (Daniels). Many, many more, but a gap 
exists. Most of the resources are written from a perspective where traditional processes 
are employed and transitions are commonplace. Very few address this study’s specific 
interest—founding long-term pastors. 
The previous section addressed the importance of church culture and being 
mindful of it during transition. Founding long-term pastors shape and influence a 
church’s culture more than any other person or group of people. In some cases, the 
personalities of the pastor and the church may seem inseparable. Even though cultural 
realities may have been cast by a founding pastor, at the time of transition that pastor will 
become an environmental consideration. The climate set by the outgoing pastor will play 
a monumental role in the success or failure of the transition. Therefore, issues, many 
unique, which are attached to founding personalities have to be honestly acknowledged 
and taken into account.  
 In Next: Pastoral Succession that Works, Vanderbloemen and Bird devote a 
chapter to “Founder’s Syndrome.” This one chapter in the larger context is not 
overwhelming, but it is specific to the subject in question. They write, “Successions from 
first-generation leaders to second-generation leaders are the least likely to go well” (79). 
If their assessment is true, and their research and other empirical evidence seem to show 
that it is, it proves the need for more discovery to take place. Founder’s Syndrome is not 
reserved for founding pastors alone. Family successors, pastors during significant growth, 
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and long-term pastors can be perceived and function like founding pastors (79). Often, 
the ministry impact they achieve is so extensive, previous eras are overshadowed. 
 The temptation for a founder or founding-level pastor is to stay in leadership too 
long. Bob Hoskins, founder of the Scripture outreach ministry OneHope, commented, 
“I’ve seen some tragic losses for the kingdom because people simply weren’t willing to 
release what God had allowed them to be a part of when their season was over” (qtd. in 
Mullins 39). Robert A. Schuller shares the same sentiment: 
I think it’s very difficult, maybe impossible for some pastors, especially a 
founding pastor. I look at my dad and other people like him who are lions 
and tigers.… It’s counter-intuitive to their personality,… to everything 
they learned throughout their entire life to let go. (Schuller qtd. in 
Ridgaway) 
 
The younger Schuller succeeded his father, Robert H. Schuller, at the famed Crystal 
Cathedral. However, the senior Schuller never fully disengaged. The inability to let go 
ultimately led the transition, and a very prominent ministry, to fail. Letting go is difficult, 
and a number of reasons why that is true. 
 A primary reason founding pastors have trouble letting go is because they feel 
tremendous ownership. According to missiologist Ed Stetzer, failure to let go is a clear 
observation to make when evaluating many who have failed in their transition effort. He 
writes, “All of these leaders were used of God to create great things, movements, 
ministries, and change. In the end, they just couldn’t trust the movement’s members—
even the ones they had personally trained—to continue what they started” (Stetzer). 
Ownership is a natural emotional attachment produced by years of deep and very 
personal investment. Vanderbloemen and Bird point out, “Few observers can appreciate 
how difficult it is for some pastors even to imagine someone else taking their place” (81). 
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Reality is even harder to accept than imagination. The ability of an organization to 
function apart from a valued leader creates a positive and enduring legacy: 
Achievement comes to someone when he is able to do great things for 
himself. Success comes when he empowers followers to do great things 
with him. Significance comes when he develops leaders to do great things 
for him. But a legacy is created only when a person puts the organization 
into the position to do great things without him. (original emphasis; 
Maxwell 221) 
 
Tom Mullins equates the letting go experience to parents whose children have grown up 
and married. The goal is for adult children to live fully, without the direct input of their 
parents. They are not babies anymore and the parents cannot make decisions for them 
(38). Letting someone else make the decisions can be profoundly difficult for a parent or 
leader when he or she is used to making them. Founding pastors are often reticent to 
leave because they fear the next pastor will not make choices that they would make, that 
the successor will not make the right calls. Ultimately, founders worry that all their effort 
will be undone. The truth is, “an incoming leader won’t do everything the way the 
previous leader did!” (Mullins 45). New leaders will make changes and make mistakes, 
just as the previous leader did during his or her tenure. The former leader has to come to 
understand this point, and understand that the responsibility for these decisions has 
passed to someone else. Trusting a successor and other obstacles that founders face in 
letting go are listed in Tables 2.7. 
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Table 2.7. Pastoral Transition Obstacles 
Vanderbloemen and Bird Mullins Stetzer 
No clear picture of what success would 
look like in succession 
Ownership—“But this is 
my baby!” 
Did not trust the very people 
they developed for succession 
No idea what might be the next personal 
step upon leaving 
Identity—“But this is 
what I do!” 
Fought over things that were 
just not that important 
Lack a sound financial base to feel safe  
in leaving 
Capacity—“But I’m still 
alive and kicking!” 
Their identities were too 
connected to the movement 
Unwillingness to face the emotional sense 
of loss 
Security—“But I’m not 
financially ready for 
this!” 
They grew angrier as they 
grew older 
Hope they can do it again 
Resistance to Change—
“But no one else will do 
it right!” 
They could not hand over 
what they helped create 
Fear that all they’ve done will be lost 
under the next person; Fear of the 
unknown 
  
Waiting on the right potential successor   
Enjoyment of the comfort level  
they’ve achieved 
  
Source: Vanderbloemen and Bird 42-46, 80-83; Mullins 37-46; Stetzer. 
 
 
A second reason transition is so difficult is because many pastors have not defined 
the next chapter. Pastoral life is a calling, not just a career. Mullins writes, “These 
individuals don’t want to leave, because they don’t know who they are outside their role 
as pastor” (40). Vanderbloemen and Bird share a similar observation, “Too often pastors 
stay at a church not because they’re thriving there, but because their identity is tied too 
much to their present role and they don’t have anything else to put their passion into” 
(43). Phil Cooke equates pastors to writers, artists, and musicians whose work is also 
their passion. One does not simply set aside a passion or calling. Bob Russell, who after 
forty years stepped down from leadership at Southeast Christian Church, said his 
intention was not to retire but to have a new chapter during which he could re-fire and 
enter a new facet of ministry (Ministry Grid). For some, a plan may need to be mapped 
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out, with specific goals, for the first few years following pastoral ministry (Bratcher, 
Kemper, and Scott 137). To be able to let go, pastors need to have a clear vision of who 
they want to be in the next chapter. 
Third, by nature, pastors who found churches have high levels of confidence, and 
by virtue of their past successes, may believe they have more to come. William 
Vanderbloemen calls this sureness the Brett Favre Syndrome. Favre, a famed NFL 
quarterback, struggled with his decision about retirement. Unfortunately, his very public 
indecisiveness and less than championship-level performance marred the end of a great 
career. Mullins sums up the attitude with the phrase, “But I’m still alive and kicking!” 
(41). Two causes are at work. First, some pastors believe they should never retire. Faith is 
not something from which a believer ever retires from, but leadership is another matter. 
Vanderbloemen and Bird cite God’s plan for the Levites: 
In the Old Testament, God established a mandatory retirement age for 
priests when they were to step aside from the senior role, either retiring or 
moving to a role where they assisted (Num. 8:23-26). The community was 
then to provide for and honor these retired servants (Num. 18:31; Deut. 
14:27; 18:1-8). 
Why were priests given a mandatory retirement age? Because after a 
while, the weight of carrying the tabernacle became too much for them. 
That concept seems like a good metaphor for today: after a season, the 
weight of carrying the burdens, fears, hopes and dreams, of the people of 
God can become too much. The pastor cannot carry the church forward, 
and it’s time to let someone else do so. (82) 
 
One survey found nearly two-thirds of responding pastors did not take retirement 
seriously until after they reached the age of 61, or they never made plans for retirement 
(Williams 78). Second, there is often an honest lack of self-awareness about ability and 
energy. Bob Russell writes about this point in Transition Plan, noting that as leaders age 
they lose energy and imagination (46). He comments, “It happens so slowly that we 
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barely notice it, but it’s a rare 65-year-old who is still flexible and open to change, still 
learning and implementing new ideas” (46). He also points out a divide with younger 
generations: 
Older leaders almost always lose the ability to inspire younger people. 
While we may not feel older, those who are 20 or 30 years younger regard 
us as old and out-of-touch. That may not be true, but perception becomes 
reality. When I stand up to preach at 66 years of age, I am regarded as old 
by those in the 20-40 age bracket, and I have serious barriers to overcome. 
I can say the same words as a 30-year-old Minister, and still fail to capture 
the attention of a younger generation as much as someone closer to their 
age. (47-48) 
 
Founders have to overcome their feelings so they can make decisions that are in the best 
interest of the church and their own successor (Mullins 42). Every pastor is different and 
certainly some are exceptions. Honest conversations with family, colleagues, trusted 
staff, and even congregants can be helpful. Still, many overestimate their contribution 
and remain a season or two too long. 
The fourth obstacle is financial stability. “This reality can wreck a succession 
even before it begins” (Vanderbloemen and Bird 45). Financial management and 
retirement planning are oft repeated themes in church transition literature. The Williams 
survey referenced above also indicated the toughest challenge in retirement was limited 
income, ranking higher than health and fulfilling service (81). Sadly, this element of 
transition planning is often ingnored: 
Most pastors believe that if they focus on ministry, the money part will 
work itself out. Most also have little to no training about preparing for the 
day when the church isn’t there to support them or in the eventual day of 
retirement. (Vanderbloemen and Bird 45) 
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Culpability for poor planning and modest income rests with both pastors and churches. 
Honest conversations between pastors and church boards need to take place, and the 
earlier the better. 
Lastly, most people have a natural resistance to change. Founding pastors must 
embrace change for transitions to work well. Tom Mullins lists inability to accept change 
as a primary stumbling block (44). Gary L. Johnson writes that communication and an 
open mind are important aspects of change. These two qualities provide for resolution, 
humility, and commitment to the Church’s ultimate purpose of making disciples (139-
42). Resistance to change is a concern for founding pastors. Even as they confront their 
own personal resistances, transitioning pastors must also help their congregations 
overcome the challenge. Table 2.8 lists common reasons congregants are resistant to 
change, but a majority of the reasons also speak to change resistance from the pastoral 
perspective. 
Marvin Anthony Moss writes, “In order for a ministry to be positioned for 
change, the leader must have already made a change spiritually, mentally, and 
emotionally” (94). His words are offered to next chapter pastors, but perhaps they are 
more applicable to the predecessor. Successfully engaging a transition process requires 
certain changes to be made beforehand. Spiritual changes commit a departing pastor to 
Biblical and Christ-like principles. Mental changes focus the leader and allow for a strong 
finish. Emotional changes strengthen the pastor to make a proper handoff.  
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Table 2.8. Resistance to Change 
Common Reasons 
The change was not self-initiated. 
People feel manipulated and lack ownership in the change being made. 
Their routine is disrupted, and people like routines. 
Change creates fear of the unknown and people do not like insecurity. 
Change creates fear of failure, and people like success more than failure. 
The purpose of the change is unclear because of poor communication. 
People like status quo and traditions. 
Negative thinking prevails; the “can’t, won’t and don’t” mentality reigns. 
There is a lack of respect and trust in leadership. 
Change requires additional commitment. 
Source: G. Johnson 143. 
 
 
 
Successors. The choice of a successor is one of the most important decisions a 
founding pastor and/or church board can make. “Finding and grooming leaders for 
succession is one of the chief tasks of leadership” (Vanderbloemen and Bird 147). This 
imperative is too often unrecognized or unattended. John Maxwell offers words of 
caution: 
When all is said and done, your ability as a leader will not be judged by 
what you achieved personally or even by what your team accomplished 
during your tenure. You will be judged by how well your people and your 
organization did after you were gone. You will be gauged according to the 
Law of Legacy. Your lasting value will be measured by succession. (224) 
 
Rowland Forman, Jeff Jones, and Bruce Miller make the following observation: 
There is something about church life that makes it easy to attend to urgent 
matters like planning next Sunday’s worship time but never get around to 
matters—mentoring leaders, for example—that are critical to the church’s 
long-term health and effectiveness. (100) 
 
Concerning that responsibility, Russell writes, “The ability/inability to pass the baton 
successfully determines the ongoing success of the congregation and the leader’s legacy” 
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(53). Making a good choice matters; it is important for the departing pastor, the incoming 
pastor, and the church. 
Transitioning to a new leader is not a small thing; it is a major change. Jay 
Passavant uses Robert Quinn’s language of “deep change” to describe this type of shift: 
Incremental change typically feels within our control. The adjustments 
needed are minor; we take them in stride. Incremental change may require 
us to work longer hours, or exert greater effort, but they usually only 
involve an expansion or small alteration of what we are already doing…. 
If the new change doesn’t work, it’s easy to regroup and try again. There’s 
little risk involved. 
A change in primary leadership, however, is not a surface or 
incremental change. Succession fits under the second level of change: 
deep change, which requires new ways of thinking, an utter break from old 
paradigms…. Deep change is usually not linear. It’s messy and filled with 
backtracking, readjustment, and prayer—and if we’re wise, lots of prayer. 
(original emphasis; Passavant 23) 
 
The who and the how of deep change will impact the next generation and possibly 
beyond. If the right choice for successor is made, the church will remain stable or 
develop further. If the wrong choice for successor is made, the church loses—
momentum, attendance, and giving. Weese and Crabtree estimate attendance and giving 
will decline by 15 percent during a normal transition involving an effective pastor (30). 
The reason they offer, “Resident associate pastors or an interim pastor are rarely as strong 
in leading worship as the pastor who has just departed” (30). After the successor is in 
place, it may take six months or longer for the numbers to return to pre-transition levels 
(31). The costs are much more substantial for those transitions that go worse than 
average. Choosing a successor is a deep change action that must be weighed carefully 
because the hard and soft costs of a wrong choice may be exacting. 
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 Every pastor is not equipped to be a successor. Certain temperaments, skills, and 
values are required. Some disagreement exists, though, about whether a successor and 
predecessor should be similar or dissimilar. 
 Vanderbloemen and Bird reference observations by Phil Cooke concerning the 
difference in first- and second-generation leaders: 
First-generation leaders are often Type A, make-it-happen people. 
Launching a new organization—whether it’s a church, nonprofit ministry, 
or even a business—requires huge energy and passion. Phil observes that 
not only are first-generation leaders remarkably driven, creative, prolific, 
and specific, but they typically build a team around them that is great at 
execution…. 
By contrast, the second-generation leader comes into an existing 
organization. The momentum has already happened and is hopefully 
continuing to happen. “As a result, second-generation leaders aren’t driven 
by the same motivations as the founder,” Phil said. (84) 
 
A definite distinction is being drawn between the personality and leadership function of 
founders and successors. Cooke goes on to suggest that teams will likely need to be 
realigned and outgoing pastors may need to be strategically distracted to give the next-
generation leader functional control (Vanderbloemen and Bird 84). 
 A Lewis Center for Church Leadership report directly opposing Cooke’s 
assessment:  
The skills needed for the second pastor are similar to and different from 
those needed by the founding pastor. Both require energy, vision, and a 
passion for people experiencing new life in Christ. Second pastors need to 
be good at ensuring that ministry systems are in place and are built around 
teams and not just the pastor. 
There is always a debate about whether the second pastor should be 
similar to or different from the founding pastor. Most second pastors feel 
they are different from their predecessors, but attendance grows better the 
more similar the pastors are. Perhaps the second pastor needs to be 
somewhat different but not radically different. However, sending a second 
pastor whose approach to ministry is in sync with the culture of the new 
congregation is essential…. 
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If there are other ordained staff at the church, there is no need to think 
that the other clergy must move when the founding pastor moves. Most 
second pastors work well with inherited staff. However, if there is strong 
reason to believe that the clergy staff will not be supportive of the new 
pastor, then that is a different situation. While there is not much staff 
transition in the first year, when it does occur, often it does not go well. 
(Weems, Arnold, and House 6) 
 
The second pastor study makes three counter-points to those held by Cooke. (1) The 
skills needed by a second pastor are similar to the founding pastor, plus those of systems 
and team development. (2) Attendance does better the more similar a second pastor is to 
the founding pastor; and, (3) second-generation leaders and first-generation teams can 
operate together. The salient finding is the importance of the second pastor having a 
ministry approach that is consistent with the congregation’s culture (see Table 2.9). 
 
Table 2.9. Pastors Who Follow Founding Pastors 
Study Highlights 
Second pastors are not typically transitional pastors; they stay as long on average as founding pastors. 
Second pastors overwhelmingly describe their relationship with the founding pastor as good. 
Wholesale staff changes are not made when the second pastor arrives. Over 75 percent of clergy and lay 
staff are still in place one year later. 
Second pastors give most of their time in the first year to worship and sermon preparation, leadership 
development, getting to know people, and evangelism. 
A majority of the churches receiving a second pastor experienced significant conflict in the year before the 
pastoral change. 
Second pastors see themselves as different from their predecessors in personality and approach to ministry, 
but attendance is greater if the two pastors are more similar. 
Second pastors report a strong match between their personal characteristics and the culture of their new 
congregations, and attendance is greater if the second pastor better matches the church’s DNA. 
They report being similar to the predominant population the church is seeking to reach in terms of age, 
race, education, family, and background. 
Second pastors need patience, self-confidence, listening skills, thick skin, and flexibility. 
Pastors become second pastors around age 40 on average. Attendance is greater the older the second pastor 
is upon arrival—up to age 42. This indicates the ideal age of a second pastor is somewhat older than the 
ideal age of new church planters, where growth is more associated with very young clergy. 
Attendance grows with time during the tenure of the second pastor but at a decreasing rate, a common 
pattern for this phase of a new church no matter who is pastor. 
Source: Weems, Arnold, and House 2 
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 Bob Russell strikes a balance between the similarity and dissimilarity arguments. 
He is correct, as evidenced by the transition at Southeast, when he concludes, “The 
successor should share the same values, but not necessarily the same style or 
temperament” (74). Russell was confident in the selection of his predecessor because 
Stone’s values were proven and Russell had viewed them in action over eighteen years of 
working together: 
I do not regret for a second that we bypassed what other church might 
consider “proper protocol” of doing a national search for my successor. I 
don’t have to worry that Dave Stone is theologically sound and lives a 
godly life. I witnessed what he believe and how he behaved when we 
worked together. I saw integrity in his relationship with his wife and kids. 
I saw his character in how he conducted himself in moments of success, 
and in other moments when he had to grow from tough lessons learned. 
(61-62). 
 
John Finkelde suggests it is important to make a selection based on both values and skills. 
He suggests that a successor’s skills should be matched to the church’s future strategic 
needs, but not exclusively; “If the church’s needs are not considered, a skills-only based 
assessment will leave the church vulnerable to selecting a candidate who has minimal 
connection with the values and culture of the church.” Each pastor, or church, must 
decide for itself what standards regarding values, skills, and temperament it wants and 
will seek in a successor. Incoming pastors have to be honest in their assessment about 
whether they will be a good match with the church’s values (see Table 2.10). 
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Table 2.10. Ten Criteria for Potential Leaders 
Johnson (87-88) Forman, Jones, and Miller (103-04) 
Spiritual formation 
(holiness, humility, prayer, Scripture, devotion) 
Leadership in the past (They have demonstrated 
leadership in some other sphere) 
Formal education 
and ministry experience 
The capacity to create or catch vision 
(Their eyes light up when you discuss the future) 
Having compassion for broken, 
disadvantaged, and unbelieving people 
A constructive spirit of discontent (They can think 
of constructive ways of doing things better) 
Gifted in communicating Scripture Practical ideas (They can spot things that work) 
Being transparent and approachable 
A willingness to take responsibility (They step 
forward when opportunities are presented) 
Possessing leadership skills 
A completion factor (When the work comes in,  
it’s complete) 
Enjoying people 
Mental toughness (No one can lead  
without being criticized) 
Having a good work ethic 
Peer respect (This doesn’t reveal ability, 
but it can show character) 
Pursuing life-long learning 
Family respect (Does the family respect him  
or her?) 
An authentic call to pastoral ministry 
A quality that makes people listen to them 
(When they speak, people listen) 
Source: Johnson 87-88; Forman, Jones, and Miller 103-04. 
 
 
A final word about personalities. Russell contends, “The character of the 
persons involved in the transition is much more important than the timing or the strategy” 
(64). Transitional success will depend upon the people more than any other detail: 
There are no simple, hard-and-fast, works-every-time, rules for pastoral 
transition. Imagining that there are only distracts from a more important 
issue: as in all of life, who you are in a time of transition matters far more 
than what you do. (Danielson, “Beating the Odds” 2009 31) 
 
Predecessors and successors have to be liberal in their affirmation of one another and 
steadfast at withholding criticism. Predecessor and successor have to exercise patience, 
grace, and humility. Predecessor and successor have to be accountable to one another. 
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Process 
 I have already noted that pastoral transitions take place for several reasons. In 
many circumstances, the precipitating reason of the change will absolutely influence if 
not dictate the process. Further, transition procedures are also dependent upon the 
church’s background or denominational setting. The focus of this study is the hand-off 
between long-term founding pastors and second pastors. Retirement is the predominant 
reason why these transitions take place, followed by death or health incapacity, and 
disqualification. Churches are well advised to make provisions for the latter 
circumstances (Weese and Crabtree 187-194, Vanderbloemen and Bird 33-34, 121-29). 
The former context will be the general focus of the following material. 
 Transitional plans for founding pastors can be summed up this way: develop a 
plan, develop a detailed plan, write down the plan, and then follow the plan. Positive 
transitions are the result of considerable forethought and commitment. The real concern 
is not really about the process per se, because each one will address unique contexts. Bob 
Russell points out, “God can bless a variety of transitions, but an intentional plan has the 
best chance for success” (57). Without intentionality, transitions become singular events 
rather than deliberate progressions. Vanderbloemen and Bird concede, “There are very 
few cardinal rules in succession. It’s more art than science” (29). But they insist, 
“Succession is a process, not an event. It’s a leadership value and practice” (29). Planning 
a proper process is a matter of good stewardship. Without a plan, ineffectiveness or failed 
transitions are often the result. G. Johnson’s concern is that this type of ineffectiveness 
and failure results in lost opportunities for the church to make a real difference: 
It is an age old fact that when we fail to plan, we plan to fail—and the 
failure can impact the local church over the long term. Not all ineffective 
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leader><shifts are as catastrophic as what happened to the Crystal 
Cathedral, but more commonly, the local church experiences lost 
opportunities and momentum when there is no pre-determined succession 
plan. (59) 
 
A good transition plan is more than just a matter of managing personalities, expectations, 
and details. A good process is about intentionality, using good leadership values and 
practices, and opening doors to more effective ministry for the next generation (see 
Tables 2.11 and 2.12). 
 
Table 2.11. Seven Principles of Transition 
Principle Description 
Initiate Begin the discussion, and establish the teams 
Cultivate Work out transition barriers and develop positive frameworks 
Communicate Develop trust with congregations, key leaders, staff 
Investigate Assess the need, determine profile, interview (internal then external) 
Integrate Announce, mentor, and transfer authority 
Celebrate Departing pastor, God’s work, incoming pastor 
Evaluate Small changes, first year, red flags 
Source: Passavant 23-96. 
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Table 2.12. A Comprehensive Succession Plan 
Process Element Description 
Philosophical framework 
Comprehensive written plan, emotional considerations, pastoral care 
for outgoing and incoming leaders, details ensuring the outgoing pastor 
is honored and empowered for next chapter, details ensuring incoming 
pastor is supported and mentored into lead role, process for clear  
and regular communication 
Timeline Specific and detailed—who does what and when 
Learning plan  
for the incoming leader 
Outlines require vital information, clarifies expectations for mentoring, 
coaching, reading, and study 
Communication plan Sequence of major announcements, prewritten copies of all materials 
Financial arrangements 
Cannot be left verbal—ongoing support, review dates  
and sunset clauses must be documented 
Responsibilities of 
outgoing/incoming pastors 
during transition 
Phased and gradual transfer of responsibility and authority for areas of 
ministry, outlined as clearly as possible 
Post-handover involvement of 
outgoing pastor 
Define role and involvement regarding continued attendance, 
membership, ministry programs, board participation, title 
acknowledgement 
Source: Finkelde. 
 
 
 Actual processes differ widely with regard to overall philosophy, included steps, 
and specific details. Still, some items are common in most of the effective transitions. 
These steps are generally considered must-haves. The plan must be written. Timing must 
be specific. Continuing financial arrangements must be defined. Admirable good-bye and 
welcome events must be planned. Founding pastors must leave or stay away for a season. 
If a continuing relationship will exist between the founding pastor and the church, post-
transition involvement parameters must be clearly set. 
Written plan. Simply put, those involved write the complete plan down. A 
written plan is easiest to communicate, keeps everyone involved on the same page, and 
legitimizes the process. Bishop Parnell M. Lovelace writes, “The definition of a true 
succession plan is a detailed written plan…to accomplish a smooth transition from one 
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pastor to another” (257). An unwritten plan is not a plan, it is an idea. Plans are 
articulated best and people can be held accountable to them when they are written: 
Transitions that involve a retiring pastor need to clearly define when the retiring 
pastor is going to retire and how the transition of power is going to be handled. 
This has to be written, and all parties must be accountable to the agreement. 
(Watkins 90) 
 
Vanderbloemen and Bird make the point that “written covenants trump verbal intentions” 
(109). They go on to say, “Contracts are often viewed as needed only in adversarial 
situations, we believe smart churches will write down agreements about provisions for 
retirement, intended dates for transition, and other stated intentions about the process” 
(109). Bob Russell observes that structure is important to avoid conflict and uncertainty. 
He writes, “If the church were made up of perfect people any structure would work…. 
Just as locks keep honest people honest, a good transition plan with clear lines of 
authority and a definite timeframe helps avoid conflict and uncertainty” (59-60). Finkelde 
suggests written plans need to be comprehensive and cover a broad range of 
philosophical and practical concerns (see Table 2.8, p. 84). G. Johnson says, “Bring up 
succession over and over again like a broken record until action is finally taken to 
develop a written succession plan. Just do it” (92). Transition plans must be written and 
detailed, when they are they provide clear direction and accountability. 
 Timing. Timing concerns are two-fold. Conceptual timeframes that are broad and 
span months or years. The focus during this time is usually on conversation, strategy, 
internal development and mentoring. Transactional timeframes specify dates. Russell 
offers an important bit of counsel regarding timing. It should start with the departing 
pastor. He suggests, “The departing pastor should be the initiator of the transition plan, 
and not the organization” (62). Passavant concurs, “It is so important that the senior 
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pastor is the one to not only acknowledge that the time for change is approaching, but to 
also be the one to lead and champion the change emotionally and spiritually” (24). The 
pastor’s initiation and choice of timing is what distinguishes transition from termination: 
The preacher needs to be accountable to the Elders or the Church Board. 
But the plan for a smooth transition must emanate from the preacher and 
the Elders or the Church Board—otherwise the transition is on precarious 
ground. 
It’s wise for the preacher to suggest the successor, the strategy, the 
departure date, and his intention afterward. The Elders may want to 
introduce possible improvements, but the preacher needs to initiate the 
discussion and the Church Board needs to respect his wishes. If they can’t 
do that, then they shouldn’t pretend it’s a transition when it’s really a 
termination. (Russell 63) 
 
Russell’s transition was marked by two periods. He initiated the first, just under ten years 
from potential retirement. He used the time for conversing with family, developing a 
succession plan, initiating the process with the Elders, choosing the successor, and 
finally, sharing the plan with the church. The second period was the actual process of 
succession, a five-year plan developed by Russell and his successor, Dave Stone (Russell 
31). When Russell retired it was at the earlier part of a general timeframe, seven to nine 
years, that he had initially presented to the church. Another move that Russell identifies 
as helpful to the transition was that he handed over control to Stone six months early (31-
32). Looking back Russell writes that Stone and he, “would advise that five years is 
probably excessive and cumbersome” (61). They suggest a two- or three-year succession 
would be sufficient. A good balance is what is needed: 
If the transition goes on too long, everyone—priest and people alike—can 
be exhausted by farewell parties and leave-taking ceremonies. It becomes 
too much of a good thing. But neither should the transition be done too 
quickly. People need time to process and reflect on the change, time to 
grieve and let go, time to accept and embrace the change. Six months from 
announcement to leave-taking is a good rule of thumb. (Sweetser and 
McKinney 132) 
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Every transition is different, so timeframes will vary. The important thing is that the 
transition takes into account the departing pastor, incoming pastor, and the congregation. 
Tom Mullins’ transition at Christ Fellowship in Palm Beach Gardens, Florida, had 
three segments. Five years ahead of time he discussed his plans with his family. Three 
years away from retirement a transition plan was developed. The last year, the plan was 
formalized, announced and implemented (49). The Mullins’ transition was internal, and 
was also familial, father to son. Passavant suggests a three-year process (24). Once his 
successor had been named, an internal promotion, the transactional stage only lasted five 
months (Passavant 63). Passavant was prepared for an additional year if the church 
needed to hire externally (69). 
Timing is a critical component of every transition. Successional models are 
particularly dependent upon two-stages, conceptual and transactional. In Chapter 9 of 
Next, Vanderbloemen and Bird recount the failed successions of two of America’s most 
prominent churches, Crystal Cathedral and First Baptist Dallas (98-100). Schuller, at 
Crystal Cathedral, never really let go. W. A. Criswell, at First Baptist Dallas, could never 
commit to a specific retirement date. Joel Gregory, Criswell’s successor, writes, “I had 
been promised a transition of a ‘few months.’ After two years, he had announced his 
intention to remain for two more. I quit” (xiii). This transactional piece about setting a 
firm date is one of the most significant. A date must be settled, and it must be honored. 
A final word about timing, even in church life it is always best to go out while at 
the top. Mullins submits, “Success in the handoff demands that the runner be at the peak 
of his stride” (21). He elaborates further: 
The best time to step down is when you can point out all the great things 
that are happening. This gives your congregation confidence for a bright 
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future. It also sets your successor up for even greater success. Strong 
momentum always serves as the wind that carries your successor into the 
next leg of the race. (Mullins 28) 
 
Exiting pastors should be looking ahead so they can identify that right moment.  
Timing will be different in models that are not successional. Weese and Crabtree 
offer three schematics that define timing, and three schematics that define the relationship 
between transitioning pastors (140-41; see Tables 2.10 and 2.11, pp. 89, 91). These 
references may be useful in non-successional or short-term successional transitions. 
 
Table 2.13. Timing Transitional Schematic 
Timing Options Description 
Overlapped 
The new pastor arrives and is on the scene several weeks or months prior to the 
departure of the former pastor so that both are serving the church for a period of 
time. 
Sequential The new pastor arrives almost immediately after the departure of the former pastor. 
Delayed 
The new pastor arrives several months after the former pastor departs, leaving a 
period that is covered by interim leadership. 
 
 
 
Table 2.14. Relational Transitional Schematic 
Relational Options Description 
Firewall 
The departing pastor has no transitional work relative to the arriving pastor. A 
clear and impenetrable boundary is established between the two regimes in 
order to protect the arriving pastor from the biases, preferences, and undue 
influence of the departing pastor. 
Downloading 
The departing pastor transfers information to the arriving pastor that is critical 
to the vitality of key ministries. This can include information regarding leaders, 
failure paths, church culture, operational imperatives, organizational capability 
and maturity, land mines, and unique mission components. 
Mentoring 
The departing pastor guides the arriving pastor in the process of assuming his  
or her role as the new leader of the congregation by offering input, feedback, 
and counsel. 
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Financial considerations. Financial stability was referenced earlier as one reason 
pastors remain in office too long. Gene Williams’ study ranked financial concerns as the 
number one post-retirement challenge (81). Surprisingly, some books about clergy 
retirement do not even mention monetary issues. For instance, Clergy, Retirement, and 
Wholeness by Gwen Wagstrom Halaas, has chapters that cover physical, emotional, 
intellectual, social, vocational, and spiritual health, but nothing about financial health. 
Strong’s dissertation on succession and long-term pastorates revealed that 68 
percent of responding pastors were provided limited or no retirement benefits by the 
church (145). In the same study, when asked about a planned retirement age, 59 percent 
of respondents indicated they would not retire until age 66+ (until the Lord says 
otherwise) or were unsure (Strong 145). G. Johnson says, “Like it or not, this topic must 
be addressed, and if leaders possess integrity, they will deliberately discuss and 
appropriately give honor to where honor is due” (86). Tom Mullins writes, “No one 
wants to approach this conversation from a position of entitlement to such compensation, 
but at the same time I’m convinced these conversations must take place” (143). A 
number of options can be evaluated, but only if honest discussions are held. 
G. Johnson believes that the answer lies somewhere between a cash gift that is 
insufficient for future needs and the promise of a full salary in retirement (86). He 
advises, “Think carefully and responsibly about this crucial issue. It must be a specific 
part of the written succession plan of the church” (86). Ongoing support is not 
uncommon for long-tenured and founding pastors, but can become burdensome and 
problematic (Vanderbloemen and Bird 161). Such arrangements should be conditional 
and contain review dates or sunset clauses (Vanderbloement and Bird 161). 
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Financial considerations are not only a departing pastor concern, but also relevant 
for incoming pastors. One of the previous Elders at Southeast says, “The local church 
should be a model employer” (Russell 66). Russell goes on to suggest that the church 
“ought to demonstrate to the world what love is and how people ought to be treated” (66). 
Southeast did so for both their departing and incoming pastors. Russell was provided an 
“incredibly generous” retirement package (Russell 63). The Elders also increased Dave 
Stone’s salary, during the three years leading up to the exchange, so when the succession 
was completed his salary was commensurate with Russell’s (Russell 24). Many churches 
make financial decisions based on a least impact perspective. Generosity, in contrast, is a 
biblical perspective. In this case, both applications are true. Nothing is more expensive 
than a failed succession. Vanderbloemen and Bird point out, “The most expensive hire 
anyone can ever make is hiring the wrong person” (157). Generosity honors the values of 
Scripture and, to the degree it facilitates a positive transition, it is in the church’s best 
interest. 
 Good-bye and welcome Events. This theme was almost universal in transitional 
literature. High quality events need to be designed to say good-bye to a departing pastor. 
Other high quality events need to be designed to welcome an incoming pastor. Both are 
necessary for a positive transition. 
Many of the writers refer to William Bridges’ transition model (e.g., 
Vanderbloemen and Bird 171-72, Marcheschi 10-12, Jewell 9-28, Sweetser and 
McKinney 8-10). This model was surveyed briefly under business literature. Bridges 
talks about three zones of transition—ending, neutral, and new beginning. He concludes 
that many people fail to transition because they do not take endings seriously enough 
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(Transitions 107). Good-byes and welcomes are not theoretical exercises. Cionca writes, 
“We humans must grieve our losses; it’s part of our creation design” (200). Good-bye 
and welcome activities have tangible benefits that help move pastors and congregations 
through stages of grief and toward acceptance.  
 Passavant and Russell describe these events, both the good-byes and the 
welcomes, as celebrations. The departing pastor is celebrated. The incoming pastor is 
celebrated. These celebrations should take place at the corporate level and on the personal 
level. For the latter purpose, Passavant and Russell each valued symbols to represent the 
transition and celebrate their successor. Passavant used a ball glove (81). Russell used a 
relay baton (78-79). Churches can be really creative in the way they rejoice with the two 
pastors. Vanderbloemen and Bird have a section labeled, “Happy Good-byes for Healthy, 
Positive Transitions” (171-74). In it they list some practical suggestions churches can use 
to express their good-byes to a departing pastor. Russell notes, “Only when the itch to 
pay respect and say good-bye is scratched will the congregation be ready to move on” 
(76). The events do not have to be lavish, but they should be memorable. Moreover, they 
should foster both a positive ending and a positive new beginning. 
 An event focused on the church may also be appropriate. One of the keys to the 
successful transition at Southeast was a church-wide reenlistment event. Church 
membership roles were wiped clean. Those who wanted to renew their membership, by 
use of a simple form, did so with a commitment that they were in regardless of who held 
the Senior Pastor position. Russell observes, that membership went down, but attendance 
and commitments went up (30-31). 
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Post-Transition Concerns 
 Traditional wisdom recommends that when a pastor vacates the office he or she 
should also vacate the church. Roy M. Oswald, James M. Heath, and Ann W. Heath note, 
“It used to be that retiring or resigning pastors left the community when they left a 
congregation; many denominations required it” (88). Lawrence W. Farris’ ninth 
commandment for leaving a congregation is: “Thou shalt (usually) stay away once thou 
hast left” (73). Family and economic connections often make such observances 
impractical. Many long-term and founding pastors prefer a continuing relationship with 
the church and people they have loved for so long: 
When I leave The Creek, should I have to find another church to attend? 
After decades of investing my life here, should I be “homeless” and on the 
street, having no church home? I does not make sense, and it certainly 
does not honor God. Leah and I have poured our lives into this 
community, while people poured their lives into ours. Our sons came to 
faith at The Creek. They grew up here, were married here, and both of our 
sons were ordained as pastors by the Elders of this congregation. Even 
some of our grandchildren have been baptized here. For Leah and me, this 
is home. It does not make sense to put “grandpa and grandma” out on the 
street simply because some people assume that I will meddle in my 
successor’s ability to lead in my place. (G. Johnson 85) 
 
The solution is two-fold, a time of separation and well-defined agreement regarding 
future involvement. These two provisions allow the new clergy to assume leadership in 
his own right without intended or unintended interference from the previous pastor. 
 Founding-Pastor separation. An initial period of separation is an important 
period in the transition process. A founder needs to detach from the congregation and 
they need to detach from the pastor. The successor needs time to connect with the people 
and to establish leadership credibility: 
The typical separation period immediately following transition is one year. 
If the retiring pastor remains as an active member of the church he has 
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served, it is important for him to be away from the congregation for a 
stated period of time. It is increasing common for the retiring pastor to not 
attend the church for a year following the weekend he retires, which 
provides his successor with an ample window of opportunity to adjust to 
his new leadership role, while the congregation adjust to their new leader. 
(G. Johnson 85-86) 
 
This advice is shared by many of the other sources as well (e.g., Oswald, Heath, and 
Heath 88; Toler 107; and White 102). Russell lists three keys for the successful transition 
between him and Dave Stone. Two have already been mentioned, transferring full 
pastoral authority to Stone six months early and the church-wide reenlistment event. The 
third key was his decision to stay away for one year: 
The final decision that had an impact of the transition was the commitment 
to not return to a Southeast worship service for a year after my 
retirement…. It helped Dave Stone and the staff feel as though they could 
make changes without me “looking over their shoulder.” It denied any 
critics in the congregation the opportunity to look at my body language 
and try to get me to side with their objection to a new program or song 
selection. More importantly, it freed me up to worship elsewhere for a 
year where I was not inclined to evaluate or criticize what was going on. 
(Russell 32-33) 
 
Russell’s observation about body language points to how a former pastor’s mere presence 
can have an unintended impact. He also admitted that when he did return, he still 
struggled with elements of not being in control and not being in the pastoral role. 
Some of the other authors used different separation periods or none at all. Edward 
A. White’s transition involved an interim pastorate. He and his wife stayed away for a 
year, and then again for a number of months once the new Rector was installed. White 
even committed to being absent from events that were first-time occasions for the new 
Rector, so the new Rector and his family could enjoy them without distraction (102). 
John Finkelde and his wife did not attend their former church for six months, and in the 
next few months after separation they did so only sporadically. Passavant and Mullins did 
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not use separation periods. Passavant transitioned, but remained a part of the pastoral 
team. He acknowledges, “this is a rare situation and possibly even a rare perspective, but 
it is one that our people greatly valued and one that I believe strengthened the succession 
event as a whole” (Passavant 88). Tom Mullins transitioned the pastoral role to his son. 
In their case, the family dynamic did not require a time of separation. 
The importance of separation and defined post-transition involvement is validated 
by Strong’s findings about predecessors’ intentions: 
Although 44% indicated it is best for the establishment of the successor 
and longevity of the ministry for the predecessor and family to move on 
and maintain limited or no contact with members, only 17% planned to do 
so. Conversely, where only 17% indicated that it was best for the 
establishment of the successor and longevity of the ministry for the 
predecessor and family to remain and continue involvement, 50% planned 
to remain in the first year after transition. (147) 
 
Robert A. Kaylor’s study on pastoral transitions identified predecessor issues as a key 
hygiene factor contributing to dissatisfaction in clergy transitions (123, 125-27). Letting 
go, yet remaining, is a tough position to assume. The incoming pastor and the church’s 
leadership have every reason to be cautious. A season of separation followed by post-
transition parameters allows the predecessor and family to be accommodated, while 
offering some assurance to the church and the successor. 
 Future involvement. The second item necessary to maintain a healthy post-
transition relationship between predecessor and a successor is a written and detailed 
agreement defining the former’s future involvement. Vanderbloemen and Bird share the 
saying, “Good paper makes good friends” (70). They suggest the saying is true for 
pastoral transitions as well. This agreement should establish clear parameters for what 
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will be done, not done, and when permissions should be sought (Vanderbloemen and 
Bird 69-70). The intent is to create clear expectations and remove ambiguity: 
Like most contracts, the hope is that you will never need to refer to the 
document. But good contracts are written by friends who set boundaries 
for times when boundaries become hazy, circumstances unexpectedly 
change, or friendships are not functioning at optimal levels. 
(Vanderbloemen and Bird 70) 
 
This advice comes not only from consultants like Vanderbloemen and Bird, but also from 
those who have transitioned or are planning to transition (Finkelde, Mullins 33-35). Even 
though Mullins was transferring leadership to his son, they discussed and identified 
specific roles and levels of involvement. Given the example of Crystal Cathedral and 
other failed family transitions, perhaps it was even more important for the Mullins family 
and Christ Fellowship Church. Anytime a former pastor is going to remain involved at 
any level, definition is advised: 
To help insure a more healthy relationship between the retiring pastor and 
his successor, put in writing the post-retirement role of the exiting pastor. 
If he is to remain on staff, describe his responsibilities and carefully 
determine his title and leadership authority—if he has any. (G. Johnson 
85) 
 
At North Way Christian Community, Passavant was assigned responsibility for 
completing the establishment of an extension campus and a few other specific duties, but 
he reported directly to the new pastor (90). This established a clear line of authority for 
Passavant and the whole organization: 
When you strip things down to the bare walls, all that this relationship 
really requires of the departing pastor is his willingness to neither be 
engaged in the daily decision-making processes, nor offer opinions about 
the decisions that are made for any reason unless input is specifically 
requested. 
This may seem like a small thing, but during the season after the 
initial transfer of authority, it is very easy for the leadership of the new 
pastor to be undermined. The congregation is accustomed to following the 
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departing leader, and if the former leader continues to lead or 
communicate from a position of authority—especially in any matter that 
contradicts the new leader—it will put the church members in an 
impossible situation, ultimately forcing them to divide their loyalty and 
most likely leading to a church split. The chances of survival or growth of 
any kind in this atmosphere are slim to none. (Passavant 89) 
 
Well-established post-transition parameters are a form of pastoral and congregational 
health insurance. 
 A couple of comments are relevant on the use of titles for retiring pastors who 
continue with some level of staff responsibility. Titles have meaning and some convey 
certain authority and rights. The two titles most commonly used are Emeritus Pastor and 
Founding Pastor. When the titles are honorary, “it is important to clearly state—from the 
beginning—that the exiting leader has abdicated his leadership authority” (G. Johnson 
158). If a level of function is connected to the title it must be defined. “Pastor emeritus 
status must have clearly defined roles and responsibilities within the church. It is essential 
that the pastor emeritus not serve in a leadership capacity, such as an elder or on the staff 
with positional authority” (G. Johnson 159). Loren B. Mead recommends caution and 
delay (26-27). He points out, that certain designations can have pension implications. 
Mead writes, “It is probably not wise to give the retiring pastor a title (pastor emeritus or 
something like that) until several years after he or she leaves” (27). Holding value level 
titles until later may also be wise to ensure that an ongoing relationship with the former 
pastor is healthy and that agreements are being honored. 
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Teams and Consultants 
Use of transition teams and consultants varied in the literature, and did not rise to 
the level of high practice. Some sources valued neither. Others sources advised both, or 
even multiple teams. 
Not surprisingly, Weese and Crabtree as well as Vanderbloemen and Bird were 
advocates for the use of consultants. Both sets of authors are connected with consulting 
ministries. Tom Mullins used a coaching model. However, the coach, John Maxwell, also 
holds a Teaching Pastor role at Christ Fellowship Church. Hiring consultants can be an 
expensive investment. If they provide positive results, the benefit may outweigh the cost. 
However, in circumstance that do not go well, and some do not, the costs are 
compounded. 
 Search teams, transition teams, and prayer teams all may be useful for their 
intended purposes. In some cases, existing boards or committees filled these roles. In 
others, the teams were set up independently of the existing leadership groups. 
Deployment and use of teams was largely guided by church culture and leader 
preference. 
Research Design 
My study used a grounded theory qualitative methodology. Jose L. Galvan, in 
Writing Literature Reviews: A Guide for Students of the Social and Behavioral Sciences, 
notes the significant history qualitative studies have in the fields of social and behavioral 
science (44). The relational dynamics associated with transitioning pastors and the 
congregations they serve places this research firmly in the field of social science. John W. 
Creswell states, “Grounded theory designs are systematic, qualitative procedures that 
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researchers use to generate a general explanation (grounded in the views of the 
participants, called a grounded theory) that explains a process, action, or interaction 
among people” (Educational Research 21). In the case of this inquiry, the process under 
consideration was the transfer of pastoral leadership. The interactions involved were 
between a founding long-term pastor, a first successor, and the congregation affected by 
the transition. Thus, a grounded theory was appropriate. 
Creswell points out that data may be collected from a number of sources in 
grounded theory approaches, but the use of interviews is best suited to capture the 
experience of individuals in their own words (Educational Research 441). Therefore, 
semi-structured interviews were selected as the research instrument. Through six pairs of 
interviews, each set containing a first and second generation leader, specific elements 
indicative of positive transitional outcomes were identified. 
Previous studies in the area of pastoral transition have also utilized interview-
based, grounded theory designs. Robert Kaylor’s 2012 dissertation, Your Next Move: 
Planning for Clergy Transitions, evaluated critical transition tasks to identify the 
organizational hygiene factors that are present in pastoral transitions, and to evaluate the 
efficacy of transition planning on those hygiene factors. Kaylor interviewed two classes 
of pastors who had experienced transitions during a given year. Another study was Victor 
M. Davis’ 2006 dissertation, An Alternative Model for Pastoral Succession in the African 
American Baptist Church in lieu of Congregational Voting. Davis utilized interviews 
with pastors, who were either a predecessor or successor, to develop an alternative 
transition model for the African American Baptist Church. The ground theory model and 
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interview instrumentation used in these two studies confirmed the methodology and 
instrumentation selections in this research. 
Summary 
 Pastoral transitions are inevitable. Thousands of them take place each year. What 
is not so common are pastoral successions that involve founding long-term pastors. 
Research has shown that these first-generation transitions often do not go well. All 
transitions have the potential to erupt in unhealthy ways. However, founders and long-
serving pastors add even more dynamics to an already challenging process. 
 Church literature addressing the niche classification of first transitions involving 
founding long-term pastors is limited. In recent years a few works have been produced, 
but almost exclusively, they emanate from a mega-church context. Culture and available 
resources are certainly different in churches whose attendance does not attain mega 
status. This study sought to identify unique elements of positive transition in churches 
that average less than one thousand that might differ from those found in mega churches. 
 A number of transitional themes have been identified that are consistent among 
biblical, business, and ecclesiastical literature. However, in all three genres, the most 
significant factor that influenced a transition was the relational component, particularly 
between the two leaders who were exchanging authority. Additional themes include the 
use of succession as the transitional mode, the selection and mentoring of an internal 
candidate, and the use of a deliberate plan. 
 My assumption was that the key elements of success in successions from 
founding long-term pastors to a first successor in smaller church sizes would resemble 
those in the mega-church and be consistent with the reviewed literature. A qualitative 
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grounded theory approach was identified as the appropriate means to identify the key 
elements and determine if any were unique. Semi-structure interviews with sets of pastors 
who met the study criteria were used to collect the necessary data. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Problem and Purpose 
 Effective transition from one pastor to the next does not happen easily. Quite the 
opposite, it is work that demands great effort and attention. It is a time of uncertainty. 
How a transition is planned, prepared, executed, and lived out will have an enduring 
impact. Positive and negative influences that stem from personalities, strategies, and 
actions will help determine overall outcome. Additional issues that accompany the 
relationship of a founding pastor, particularly one who has served long-term, and a 
congregation who is experiencing its first transition, further elevate the complexity. The 
purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions between 
founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
Research Questions 
Five questions were used to obtain and focus the evaluative material. Given the 
distinctive nature of the transition type in review, the questions were intended to draw out 
information from each stage of the process: preparation, implementation, and reflection. 
The final question addresses the issue of uniqueness which is the crux of the study.  
Research Question #1 
Which transitional method was employed and what amount of time was given to 
planning and implementation? The intent of this first question was to determine if a 
particular transitional method (e.g., Candidacy and Call, Appointment, Intentional 
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Interim, or Succession) was perceived to be more valuable than another. Considering the 
unique nature of transitions from founding long-term pastors to the next leader, it was 
also designed to identify any corresponding influence between planning and timeframe. 
Interview questions 2 through 5 and 10 were designed to gather relevant information in 
this area (see Appendixes C and D). 
Research Question #2 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed positively to the 
transition? This research question was asked for the purpose of ascertaining positive 
transitional practices. It also sought to determine if these elements are more commonly 
identified by the pastors whose transitions went well. Primary data for this area was 
solicited by question 7 during the interview. 
Research Question #3 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed negatively to the 
transition? This research question was asked for the purpose of ascertaining negative 
transitional practices. It also sought to determine if these elements are more commonly 
identified by the pastors whose transitions went poorly. Primary data for this area was 
solicited in question 8 during the interview. 
Research Question #4 
Which element of the transitional plan had the most consequential impact on the 
overall outcome? The purpose of this question was to identify key influences upon the 
transition process. Interview question 9 addressed the topic directly with the interviewed 
pastors. Indirectly, interview questions 1 and 6 were used to draw out personal dynamics 
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that might have key influence upon transitional success or failure. These latter two 
questions also had a bearing upon the second and third research questions. 
Research Question #5 
How are the findings consistent with or different from established principles for 
healthy pastoral transition? This final question addresses the issue of uniqueness raised 
by the study’s purpose. Interview data was compared to material presented in Chapter 2 
to identify any distinct emphases.  
Population and Participants 
The study population was made up of twelve pastors. These participants 
represented six transitional pairs from six churches located in central or southern Indiana. 
Each pair contained a founding, long-term predecessor and an immediate successor. 
Churches that had a founding pastor who completed a transition after having served long-
term were identified. The list was divided into two groups—those who had a positive 
transition and those who had a negative one. Criteria such as—availability of the 
preceding and succeeding pastors (i.e., living and accessible), worship style, and 
denomination—helped to narrow the selection process. 
Personal contact, either by visit or phone call, was made with the identified 
pastors, following a predetermined order, to solicit participation and gauge willingness to 
be interviewed. Contacts were made in a specific order to provided involvement from 
both positive and negative outcome possibilities. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 reflect information 
about the selected churches and participants. 
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Table 3.1. Church Information 
Church 
Number 
Denominational 
Affiliation 
Worship 
Style 
Average Worship 
Attendance  
at Transition 
Transition 
Year 
Perceived 
Transition 
Outcome 
1 Wesleyan Holiness Traditional 75 2008 Positive 
2 United Methodist Multiple 600 2009 Negative 
3 United Methodist Contemporary 425 2005 Positive 
4 
Lutheran—
Missouri Synod 
Liturgical 225 1995 Negative 
5 
Baptist—
Independent 
Contemporary 50 2014 Positive 
6 
Unaffiliated 
Evangelical 
Contemporary 400 1997 Negative 
 
 
 
Table 3.2. Participant Information 
Participant 
Number 
Race Gender 
Age  
at Interview 
Age  
at Transition 
Pastoral 
Tenure 
1P Caucasian Male 88 80 31 yrs 
1S Caucasian Male 51 43 8 yrs + 
2P Caucasian Male 72 65 21 yrs 
2S Caucasian Male 46 39 3 yrs 
3P Caucasian Male 59 48 12 yrs 
3S Caucasian Male 57 46 7 yrs 
4P Caucasian Male 87 66 32 yrs 
4S Caucasian Male 65 45 10 yrs 
5P 
African-
American 
Male 62 59 14 yrs 
5S 
African-
American 
Male 62 60 2 yrs + 
6P Caucasian Male 77 59 34 yrs 
6S Caucasian Male 56 38 18 yrs + 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor, + = still serving 
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Design of the Study 
This ministry project was chosen with the desire to provide additional transitional 
material and direction for Westside Community Church, in Columbus, Indiana, and for 
me, personally as the writer, Westside’s intended successor. In the near future, we will 
begin a succession from the founding long-term pastor to my leadership. Through the 
research I sought to identify unique elements that help foster positive pastoral transitions 
from first- to second-generational leadership and thereby avoid potential discord within 
our church or between the two of us as pastoral leaders. 
The project was divided into two primary segments. The first focused on data 
collection. Creswell identifies the five steps of qualitative data collection: (1) identify 
participants, (2) obtain permissions, (3) determine what information is needed, (4) 
develop your instrumentation, and (5) collect the data (Educational Research 205). 
Several churches within moderate geographic proximity were identified that met the 
study’s criteria. A list of potential congregations was compiled from recommendations by 
Westside’s pastor, members of my Research and Reflection Team, colleagues, and my 
own situational knowledge of other churches. Sadly, we identified more unsuccessful 
transitions than successful ones. Six churches were selected. Three of them experienced 
positive pastoral transitions while the other three experienced negative transitions. 
Selections were made based on the following conditions: (1) availability of the preceding 
and succeeding pastors, (2) denominational variety, and (3) transitional outcome. The 
selected pastors were contacted in person or by phone to solicit their involvement. This 
element created a fourth selection criterion—willingness to participate. During this time 
the study’s purpose was considered, research questions were formulated, and semi-
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structured interview questions were developed. Over a two-month period, interviews 
were scheduled and conducted with the pastors. 
The second segment of the study dealt with analysis and interpretation of the data 
collected. The interview content was analyzed and key practices that helped facilitate or 
hinder a positive transition were noted. These key concepts and practices were then 
compared to established material to identify any that were unique to the transition of a 
founding, long-term pastor. 
Research was conducted using a grounded theory qualitative methodology. Tim 
Sensing points out that a persistent, but diminished, non-quantitative bias continues (52-
53). Despite the biases, some researchers highlight the significant history qualitative 
studies have in the fields of social and behavioral science (Galvan 44). Creswell says, 
“Grounded theory designs are systematic, qualitative procedures that researchers use to 
generate a general explanation (grounded in the views of the participants, called a 
grounded theory) that explains a process, action, or interaction among people” 
(Educational Research 21). In the case of this inquiry, the process under consideration 
was the transfer of pastoral leadership between a founding long-term pastor and the first 
successor. Thus, the grounded theory was appropriate. 
Interviews were conducted with participants, selected by concept nonprobability 
sampling, using a researcher-designed instrument. Creswell notes that data may be 
collected from a number of sources in grounded theory approaches, but the use of 
interviews is best suited to capture the experience of individuals in their own words 
(Educational Research 441). In concept sampling, or theory sampling, subjects are 
chosen based on their likelihood of helping the researcher discover specific concepts 
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(208). Nonprobability sampling indicates a person is likely to represent some 
characteristic the researcher wants to study (145). The specific concepts this study sought 
to identify and study were key elements indicative of positive transitional outcomes.  
The interviews were recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed for key content. 
The findings were contrasted against existing principles to identify qualities unique to the 
scenario in question. The collected data is reported in Chapter 4. Analysis is shared in 
Chapter 5.  
Instrumentation 
The instrumentation for this study was one-on-one, semi-structured interviews. 
Each interview was limited to one hour. The interviews were conducted using two 
researcher-designed questionnaires that contained ten open-ended questions. One set of 
questions was used for predecessors (see Appendix C) and the other for successors (see 
Appendix D). The two questionnaires were substantively the same, but the questions 
were phrased to address the viewpoint of the interviewee. Interviews were recorded on a 
digital recording device, coded, and assessed later for strategic findings. 
Pilot Test and Expert Review 
Expert review of the instrumentation was conducted by my Research and 
Reflection Team. During our 13 December 2015 meeting the interview questions were 
reviewed. The backgrounds of the Research and Reflection Team are as follows. Three 
members of the team taught or teach at the University level. The first holds a Ph.D. and is 
a retired professor from Purdue. The second, also a Ph.D., serves as a guest lecturer at 
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis. The third is an instructor and 
internship director at Butler and holds an MS degree. Two members are from the fields of 
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elementary and secondary education. The former has a MA in elementary education and 
is a retired principal. The latter is a former high school teacher with two BA degrees in 
education, one elementary and the other secondary. The final two members are both 
clergy. The first serves in pastoral ministry and holds an MDiv, and the second, who 
holds a BA degree, is a ministry consultant. The individual and combined credentials in 
education, academic research, and church ministry affirm their selection as a part of the 
Research and Reflection Team and as expert reviewers for this project.  
A pilot test was also conducted with a pair of pastors who met the study criteria. 
Two years ago these pastors shared in a failed transition. I was led to them by a personal 
acquaintance of mine, a DMin from Reformed Theological Seminary, who now serves as 
the congregation’s Teaching Pastor. The founding pastor had served this particular 
church for thirty years. My interviews with him and his predecessor were conducted in 
March 2016 at their churches in southwest Indiana. The pilot test confirmed the 
usefulness of the interview questions. It also indicated sufficient data would be produced 
for analysis. 
Reliability and Validity 
The primary emphasis in qualitative research is one of credibility or trust. 
Creswell suggests validity has a different connotation in qualitative research than in 
quantitative research and reliability is set apart (Research Design 195). Sensing agrees 
and states, “Qualitative research cannot be judged by the same standards as quantitative 
research” (214). He eventually concludes by writing, “If the methodology is deemed 
appropriate in relationship to the research questions, data collection procedures, and 
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analysis techniques, then validity questions are subservient to the methodology at hand 
(215). Good methodology will produce credible data. 
Given the previous context, both reliability and validity can be confirmed. 
Reliability measures an instrument’s stability and consistency (Creswell, Educational 
Research 159). The interview questions were expert-reviewed by the members of my 
Research and Reflection Team and were not found to be ambiguous or unclear. Questions 
that do not meet this standard produce unreliable results (Creswell, Educational Research 
159). The semi-structured interviews were conducted in the same manner from subject to 
subject. If the project was executed again using participants meeting the same study 
criteria the data would likely be similar. 
Validity in qualitative research means the findings can be determined to be 
accurate and credible (Creswell, Educational Research, 259). The credibility of collected 
data was established through the use of a pilot test. This test also demonstrated a 
correlation between the instrumentation and its intended use. Interviews were digitally 
recorded to ensure content accuracy. The data collected from the interviews revealed 
connected themes. These direct and indirect associations further support validity. Data 
was also shared with my Research and Reflection Team to validate my findings and 
conclusions. 
Data Collection 
Research was conducted using a grounded theory qualitative methodology. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted with six pairs of pastors, consisting of a founding 
long-term predecessor and a successor. The purpose was to identify key elements unique 
to successions between founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative 
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of a positive transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance 
is less than one thousand.  
Instrumentation was developed during November and December 2015. Expert 
review of the instrumentation took place on 13 December 2015 during a meeting of my 
Research and Reflection Team. A proposal hearing was held at Asbury Theological 
Seminary on 23 February 2016. The study was affirmed, and I was given permission to 
move forward. Asbury’s Institutional Review Board gave approval to the project on 07 
April 2016. 
During the interim period between the proposal hearing and institutional review, 
the pilot test was conducted. This time was also used to identify, select, and schedule 
study participants. A list of churches from central and southern Indiana that met the 
founding, long-term transitional scenario was compiled. The list of potential 
congregations was gathered from recommendations by Westside’s lead pastor, members 
of my Research and Reflection Team, my colleagues, and my own knowledge of other 
churches. The list was reviewed to ensure accessibility of both the preceding and 
succeeding pastors. Worship style, denomination and theological traditions, and transition 
effectiveness were also taken into account. Following a predetermined order of 
preference, contacts were made to provide for balanced participation. Solicitations were 
made in person, either by visit or phone call, and if willingness was expressed, an 
interview appointment was scheduled. A copy of the interview questions was also mailed, 
or e-mailed, to the interviewees so they would have time to prepare for what I would be 
asking them. 
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Interviews took place between 18 April 2016 and 10 May 2016. Table 3.3 
outlines the actual schedule. All of the interviews were conducted within this two-month 
timeframe to minimize variations in the interview process and encourage consistency. 
Interviews were also conducted by church pairings with both the predecessor and 
successor of a given church interviewed in the same week. This procedure aided the 
process from a narrative standpoint and helped keep the particular transitions 
compartmentalized. Each interview was conducted in person and in a setting of the 
interviewee’s choice. The meetings were limited to one hour to balance thoroughness and 
respect for the time being offered. All of the interviews were recorded to allow for in-
depth analysis at a later time. It also gave me the ability to be more engaged in the 
questioning process and to take note of non-verbal indicators. 
 
Table 3.3. Interview Schedule 
Participant # Date of Interview Time of Interview Setting 
1P 18 April 2016 10:30 a.m. Church meeting room 
1S 18 April 2016 9:00 a.m. Church meeting room 
2P 21 April 2016 10:30 a.m. Home 
2S 21 April 2016 2:00 p.m. Church Office 
3P 27 April 2016 12:00 p.m. Restaurant 
3S 26 April 2016 12:00 p.m. Restaurant 
4P 4 May 2016 10:00 a.m. Home 
4S 2 May 2016 6:00 p.m. Restaurant 
5P 9 May 2016 2:00 p.m. 
Interviewer’s  
Church Office 
5S 10 May 2016 10:00 a.m. Church Office 
6P 18 April 2016 1:30 p.m. Church Office 
6S 19 April 2016 10:30 a.m. Church Office 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor 
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Data Analysis 
Transcriptions and my notes from the interviews were coded. Open, axial, and 
selective procedures were used. Open coding identified broad themes. Axial coding 
positioned the themes in relation to one another. Selective coding pursued theories from 
the interrelationship of the axial categories. This progression yielded key elements, 
positive and negative, common to first- and second-generation transitions. This data is 
reflected in the tables found in Chapter 4, and conclusions are presented in Chapter 5. 
Ethical Procedures 
Study participants were given an explanation of confidentiality and information 
security protocols. Each of them also signed a letter of informed consent (see Appendix 
E). Churches were identified only by number, 1-6. The pastors were identified by 
number, corresponding to their church, and the letters P or S, for predecessor or 
successor. No information was presented by which an individual church or participant 
could be identified. Research data, electronic and paper, was secured at my office in a 
locked file box inside a locked file drawer. Computer files were secured by password on 
my laptop, which was also password protected. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 
Problem and Purpose 
 Leadership transition from a first-generation pastor to a second-generation pastor 
is a consequential moment in the life of a church and in the lives of the leaders who are 
involved. Too often these handoffs do not go well. When transitions fail vibrant 
ministries and careers, both celebrated and unfolding, become marred. First transitions 
are even more fragile when they involve a founding pastor who has served long-term. 
Connections made and deepened over many years of ministry are not easily redefined by 
members of the church family or the departing pastor. This inability to reorient the 
church toward the leadership of another person presents a substantial and sometimes 
insurmountable obstacle for a successor. 
Navigating this scenario in an edifying manner demands forethought, planning, 
and the cooperation of the pastors, church leadership, and congregation. Unfortunately, 
the Church has not effectively addressed the topic of transition planning. Although, 
available, quality resources often are unused. The lack of preparation may explain, in 
part, why so many transitions end with poor outcomes. Transitional literature targeted 
toward nuanced situations such as long-term pastorates, founders, or succession is 
limited, particularly in the latter two situations. Church leaders have had to turn to secular 
and business sources where discussion about transitions involving founding owners, 
executives, or directors and successional process are more readily offered. 
Thankfully, in recent years a number of books have been released that deal very 
directly with succession from a founding, long-term pastor to a second pastor. A few 
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examples are Passing the Leadership Baton: A Winning Transition Plan for Your 
Ministry by Tom Mullins and Leader><Shift: One Becomes Less While Another 
Becomes More by Gary Johnson. These works, in addition to a few others, are helpful 
and were written by pastors who have gone through this transition or soon will. Still, one 
limitation is common among them, they are all written from within the mega-church 
context. This study was intended to benefit churches that fall outside that classification. 
The purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions between 
founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
Participants 
 Twelve pastors were selected as participants for this study. These individuals 
represented six pastoral pairs who experienced transitions meeting the study criteria.  
Each of the pairs was made up of a founding, long-term pastor, which is defined as 
having served ten years or longer, and an immediate successor. 
All of the participants were male. Specific attempts to locate a female clergy, who 
was either a founder or a second pastor, in the target region were not successful. Ten 
(83.3 percent) were Caucasian and two (16.6 percent) were African-American. 
(See also Table 3.2 Participant Information.) 
 The predecessor group ranged in age from 59 to 88 years of age when the 
interviews were conducted. Their average age at transition was 66; the functional 
average, excluding outliers, was 63. The predecessors had an average pastoral tenure of 
twenty-four years (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2).  
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Table 4.1. Predecessor Group—Age at Transition (N=6) 
AGE RANGE n % 
40–49 1 16.7 
50–59 2 33.3 
60–69 2 33.3 
70–79 0 Nil 
80+ 1 16.7 
 
 
 
Table 4.2. Predecessor Group—Tenure (N=6) 
Tenure N % 
10–19 years 2 33.3 
20–29 years 1 16.7 
30+ years 3 50.0 
 
 
 
 The successor group ranged in age from 46 to 65 years of age when the interviews 
were conducted. Their average age at transition was 47. The successors had an average 
pastoral tenure of eight years (see Tables 4.3 and 4.4).  
 
 
Table 4.3. Successor Group—Age at Transition (N=6) 
AGE RANGE N % 
30–39 2 33.3 
40–49 3 50.0 
50–59 0 Nil 
60+ 1 16.7 
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Table 4.4. Successor Group—Tenure (N=6) 
Tenure N % 
0–5 years 2 33.3 
6–10 years 3 50.0 
11+ years 1 16.7 
 
 
 
Five of the six transitions originated with the founding pastor’s retirement. In 
each case, the founder’s desire was to remain a part of the congregation after stepping 
down. Negative transitions immediately precluded two of the predecessors from doing so. 
One remained for three years before being asked to leave by church leaders because he 
was unable to accept a shift in church culture and methodology. Two of the six remain a 
part of the church families they founded. Three of the successors are still serving the 
transition church. Three have moved to another ministry location. 
Further information about the participants is noteworthy. Three of the transitional 
pairs had predecessors and successors who shared identical evaluations regarding their 
transition experience. The other pairs had founders and seconds whose assessments were 
opposite. In each of these circumstances, the successor was positive while the 
predecessor was negative. One of the transitional pairs was a father and son. Two of the 
pastoral pairs involved a successor who was as an internal hire, serving on staff together 
before there was any discussion of succession. One of the internal hire transitions was 
rated effective and the other was mixed. 
Research Question #1 
 Which transitional method was employed and what amount of time was given to 
planning and implementation? This research question was designed to gather four data 
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sets: transition method, rationale behind the selection, investment in preparation, and 
timeframe. Answers to interview questions 2 through 5 provided this information (see 
Appendixes C and D). Interview question 10 asked participants to assess their transition 
experience. These appraisals offered a perceived value for the transition methodologies. 
 Transition models fall into three classifications: overlapped, sequential, and 
delayed (see Table 2.13). Succession (months or years) and handoff (weeks or months) 
scenarios are typical overlapped models. Appointive systems and some candidacy and 
call circumstances are sequential. Delayed transitions are characterized by intentional 
interim pastorates or interim positions necessitated by the timing of a candidacy and call 
process. 
Four of the transitional pairs in this study intended an overlapping process, three 
successions and one short-term handoff. The other study pairs were engaged in sequential 
arrangements. None of the participants were involved in a delayed procedure.  
 The reasons given for the selection of the specific methodologies varied. 
Predecessors were asked why they, or their church leadership, selected the particular 
transition method they used. Successors were asked what explanation they were given, or 
what their understanding was, with regard to the chosen method. Tables 4.5 and 4.6 list 
the stated rationales by transition method. Table 4.7 is a combined list of the reasons 
offered by all participants. It indicates the leading rationale was church polity. 
Convenience and institutional knowledge of the successor were also important factors. 
Note, no references were made to a biblical or spiritual foundation. No direct statements 
were made that indicated the selection was based on what was most beneficial for the 
church. 
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Table 4.5. Rationale for Overlapped Transition (N=8) 
Reason Predecessor Successor N % 
Convenience 1 1 2 25.0 
Institutional Knowledge 1 1 1 12.5 
Predecessor Preference 1 0 1 12.5 
Church Polity 1 0 1 12.5 
Board Encouraged 0 1 1 12.5 
Do Not Know 0 1 1 12.5 
 
 
 
Table 4.6. Rationale for Sequential Transition (N=4) 
Reason Predecessor Successor N % 
Necessity 1 1 2 50.0 
Church Polity 1 0 1 25.0 
Predecessor Preference 0 1 1 25.0 
 
 
 
Table 4.7. Rationale for Transition—Combined (N=12) 
Reason Predecessor Successor N % 
Church Polity 2 0 2 16.7 
Institutional Knowledge 1 1 2 16.7 
Convenience 1 1 2 16.7 
Necessity 1 1 2 16.7 
Predecessor Preference 1 1 2 16.7 
Board Encouraged 0 1 1 8.3 
Do Not Know 0 1 1 8.3 
 
 
 
 One of the most significant findings was in preparation investment. A majority of 
the participants did no substantive research or planning ahead of the transitions. Two-
thirds of the founding pastors engaged no primary activity to inform themselves about the 
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transition of the church they launched to its next generation pastor. One pastor relied on 
his own wisdom, and one sought advice from a colleague. The preparation of the 
successor group was not much better. Half of them did nothing, two spoke with other 
pastors, and one read some business literature on the subject of transitions. The preferred 
method of preparation after none, when examining both primary and secondary resources 
used by all the participants, was advice solicited from other pastors who had gone 
through a transition (see Tables 4.8 and 4.9). 
 
Table 4.8. Predecessor Group—Primary and Secondary Sources  
for Transitional Planning (N=6) 
 
Source Primary Secondary N % 
Nothing 4 0 4 66.7 
Personal Wisdom 
 or Spiritual Preparation 
1 1 2 33.3 
Advice from Other Pastors 1 0 1 16.7 
Knowledge of Other Transitions 0 1 1 16.7 
Church Leadership Literature 0 0 0 Nil 
Denominational Resources/Support 0 0 0 Nil 
Business Literature 0 0 0 Nil 
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Table 4.9. Successor Group—Primary and Secondary Sources  
for Transitional Planning (N=6) 
 
Source Primary Secondary N % 
Nothing 3 0 3 50.0 
Advice from Other Pastors 2 1 3 50.0 
Business Literature 1 0 1 16.7 
Personal Wisdom  
or Spiritual Preparation 
0 1 1 16.7 
Knowledge of Other Transitions 0 1 1 16.7 
Church Leadership Literature 0 1 1 16.7 
Denominational Resources/Support 0 0 0 Nil 
 
 
 
A second finding connected to preparation was identified, none of the churches 
began the transition process with a formal written plan. This element is highlighted 
extensively in transitional literature. The lack of preparation on the part of the pastors 
may explain the absence. Written plans help define expectations. The deficiency of this 
type of clarity was a repeated theme and is evidenced by lower satisfaction levels in 
overlapped transitions (see Table 4.10). One church implemented a transition team and 
developed a written plan halfway through the succession. The process was led by a 
church member, who works as a consultant to facilitate change in business and non-profit 
sectors. Unfortunately, by the team’s own admission, critical challenges had already 
developed and their primary task became one of damage mitigation. A second church 
may have developed a written plan after the initial stages of their pastoral change, but the 
two pastors do not have the same recollection. The founding pastor stated there was no 
formal or written plan. The succeeding pastor spoke about the use of an internal 
facilitator, a corporate executive who regularly leads strategic planning, and about a 
written plan with established timelines. If the successor’s recollection is correct, the 
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disparity between the two leaders still indicates a written plan was not a transition 
priority. The nature of sequential or polity-mandated transitions may have diminished the 
perceived importance of an official document for those churches. 
The issue of transitional timeframe was not deemed to be a critical component. 
Timeframes ranged from immediate to three years. The two sequential transitions were 
immediate, the departing pastor exited on one Sunday and the new pastor assumed 
leadership the next Sunday. One of the four overlapped transitions was a three-month 
gradual handoff, while the other three were successions with one lasting two years and 
two lasting three years. As a matter of duration, all of the participants were content with 
the transitional timeframes they experienced. Only two statements of apprehension were 
made about this area. Both of them were generated by larger succession stressors such as 
ambiguity of responsibility and stagnant progression. Transition duration was an 
aggravating factor, but it did not stand alone as a concern. 
Tables 4.10 and 4.11 show the outcome satisfaction associated with the two 
methods of transition utilized by the study participants. Pastors involved in sequential 
transitions had higher satisfaction levels than those in overlapped transitions. However, 
two of the four overlapping pairs were functionally sequential transitions where actual 
practice did not correspond with intended process. Overall, successors experienced higher 
levels of satisfaction than predecessors (see Table 4.12).  
 
 
  
Vester 130 
 
Table 4.10. Overlapped Transition Satisfaction (N=8) 
Rating Predecessor Successor N % 
Very Satisfied 0 0 0 Nil 
Satisfied 1 2 3 37.5 
Neutral 0 1 1 12.5 
Disappointed 1 0 1 12.5 
Very Disappointed 2 1 3 37.5 
 
 
 
Table 4.11. Sequential Transition Satisfaction (N=4) 
Rating Predecessor Successor N % 
Very Satisfied 1 2 3 75.0 
Satisfied 0 0 0 Nil 
Neutral 1 0 1 25.0 
Disappointed 0 0 0 Nil 
Very Disappointed 0 0 0 Nil 
 
 
 
Table 4.12. Overall Transition Satisfaction (N=12) 
Rating Predecessor Successor N % 
Very Satisfied 1 2 3 25.0 
Satisfied 1 2 3 25.0 
Neutral 1 1 2 16.7 
Disappointed 1 0 1 8.3 
Very Disappointed 2 1 3 25.0 
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Research Question #2 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed positively to the 
transition? Information for this query was solicited directly by question 7 during the 
interviews (see Appendixes C and D). Indirectly, relevant material was also taken from 
interview questions 2, 4 and 6. This research question served to identify helpful 
transitional elements and which ones factored most prominently into positive transitions.  
 When evaluating all responses, the successor group identified more positive 
factors than the predecessor group by a margin of 13 percent. Ability of the founder to let 
go, a healthy relationship with their counterpart, post-transition concerns, and successor 
leadership capacity ranked highest with the predecessors. The top four qualities among 
the successors, as well as in overall responses, were ability of the founding pastor to let 
go, supportive and involved lay leadership, personality-driven actions of the pastors, and 
healthy relational connections with their counterparts. Three of the top four predecessor 
factors were process centered. Three out of four of the successors’ top factors were 
person oriented. These observations are visible on Table 4.13. 
One of the leading positive transitional factors, personality-driven actions, was 
unique to answers from successors. Acting with humility was most important. They noted 
pastors, founder or second, who were neither ego driven nor overly concerned about 
personal legacy or status fostered a more conducive environment for transition. Further, 
they shared that founders who adapted to change, valued different leadership styles, and 
respected their replacements as equals and helped to facilitate the process. Successors 
noted their own need for self-confidence. Successors regularly had to have an ability to 
hear, value, publicly affirm, and even add to admiration expressed for the former leader. 
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The second pastors also needed to demonstrate respect for the leadership, sacrifices, and 
accomplishments of the founder’s ministry.  
 
Table 4.13. Positive Influences—All Responses (N=46) 
Factor P S N % Description 
Founder Letting Go 3 5 8 17.4 
Ready and willing, communicated intent 
and boundaries, cheerleader for successor 
Relational 3 4 7 15.2 
Strong interpersonal connection  
between pastors 
Lay Leadership  2 5 7 15.2 
Informed, pro-active, involved,  
accepting, supportive 
Post-Transition 3 3 6 13.0 
Left church or sustained absence before 
returning, no leadership role, strictly 
defined involvement, did not 
meddle/criticize 
Personality Driven 0 5 5 10.9 
respected counterpart, demonstrated 
humility, was not ego-driven,  
Transition Structure 2 2 4 8.7 Methodology elements 
Biblical/Mission Focus 1 2 3 6.5 Emphasized Christian/church mission 
Successor Leadership 3 0 3 6.5 Résumé, education, capacity 
Financial 2 0 2 4.3 
Positive cash flow, effective budget, no 
burdensome debt 
Predecessor Leadership 1 0 1 2.2 Accomplishment, knowledge, influence 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor 
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Table 4.14. Positive Influences—Positive Responses (N=34) 
Factor P S N % Description 
Founder Letting Go 2 5 7 20.6 
Ready and willing, communicated intent and 
boundaries, cheerleader for successor 
Relational 2 4 6 17.6 
Strong interpersonal connection  
between pastors 
Personality Driven 0 5 5 14.7 
respected counterpart, demonstrated 
humility, was not ego-driven, 
Post-Transition 1 3 4 11.8 
Left church or sustained absence before 
returning, no leadership role, strictly defined 
involvement, did not meddle/criticize 
Biblical/Mission Focus 1 2 3 8.8 Emphasized Christian/church mission 
Transition Structure 1 1 2 5.9 Methodology elements 
Lay Leadership  0 2 2 5.9 
Informed, pro-active, involved,  
accepting, supportive 
Successor Leadership 2 0 2 5.9 Résumé, education, capacity 
Financial 2 0 2 5.9 
Positive cash flow, effective budget,  
no burdensome debt 
Predecessor Leadership 0 0 0 Nil Accomplishment, knowledge, influence 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor 
 
 
 
The data is a little different when all responses are compared to those of pastors 
who rated their transitions as a positive one. The margin of positive factors identified by 
successors over predecessors increased from 13 to 39 percent. Table 4.14 shows that lay 
leadership dropped from third to seventh in overall importance. The top factors from 
predecessors who held a positive transitional view remained consistent with the overall 
responses. The successors’ top four factors changed when compared to the overall 
responses. Post-Transition concerns moved up and was ranked fourth. Supportive and 
involved lay leadership dropped outside the top four, from second to fifth. 
Research Question #3 
What processes or actions did the pastors believe contributed negatively to the 
transition? Question 8 from the pastoral interviews generated data for this section (see 
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Appendixes C and D). Material was also gathered from interview questions 2, 4, and 6. 
Knowing actions that negatively impacted transitions offer a guide to those who want to 
plan and experience positive transitions. 
 The level of response for this research question followed a pattern similar to that 
of Research Question #2. The successor group identified more negative factors than the 
predecessor group by a margin of 10 percent when evaluating all responses. Lack of 
planning and preparation and the founder refusing to let go were the negative actions that 
ranked highest. The top responses for the predecessor group were lack of preparation and 
the transitional structure. The successors’ leading concerns were lack of preparation, the 
founder not relinquishing leadership, family dynamics, and lay leadership. Table 4.15 
lists the negative actions from all participant responses. Four participants, all who rated 
their transition as effective, did not identify any negative actions. 
 
 
Table 4.15. Negative Influences—All Responses (N=20) 
Factor P S N % Description 
Lack of Preparation 3 2 5 25.0 Did not plan or prepare enough 
Founder Holding On 1 2 3 15.0 
Founder would not detach,  
expressed second thoughts 
Personality Driven  1 1 2 10.0 Too much difference, Insecure 
Successor Leadership 1 1 2 10.0 
Style not compatible with church culture, 
opposite of founder 
Polity Limitations 2 0 2 10.0 
Founder given no input, process  
not specific to church need 
Family Dynamics 0 2 2 10.0 
Spouse/family interfered  
or did not accept 
Lay Leadership 0 2 2 10.0 Lack of support, viewed suspiciously 
Relational 0 1 1 5.0 Pastors were not connected 
Post-Transition 0 1 1 5.0 Founder remained in area 
None 2 2 4 20.0 No response given 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor 
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 The list does not change substantially when only the responses from pastors who 
rated their transition negatively are considered. Predecessors and successors shared an 
equal number of negative factors. Personality-driven influences dropped from the third to 
the seventh position. 
 
 
Table 4.16. Negative Influences—Negative Responses (N=20) 
Factor P S N % Description 
Lack of Preparation 3 1 4 20.0 Did not plan or prepare enough 
Founder Holding On 1 2 3 15.0 
Founder would not detach,  
expressed second thoughts 
Successor Leadership 1 1 2 10.0 
Style not compatible with church 
culture, opposite of founder 
Polity Limitations 2 0 2 10.0 
Founder given no input, process not 
specific to church need 
Family Dynamics 0 2 2 10.0 
Spouse/family interfered  
or did not accept 
Lay Leadership 0 2 2 10.0 Lack of support, viewed suspiciously 
Personality Driven  0 1 1 Nil Too much difference, Insecure 
Relational 0 1 1 5.0 Pastors were not connected 
Post-Transition 0 1 1 5.0 Founder remained in area 
None 0 0 0 Nil No response given 
P = Predecessor, S = Successor 
 
 
 
Research Question #4 
 Which element of the transitional plan had the most consequential impact on the 
overall outcome? Interview question 9 directly asked the participants to identify a 
singular component (see Appendixes C and D). The intent was to draw out the most vital 
transition factors from among the larger collection of influences. Four elements were 
identified—readiness of the founding pastor to transition, leadership capacity of the 
successor, lack of preparation and a formal plan, and process limitations. 
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 Issues surrounding founder readiness were judged to have the largest impact. This 
aspect was identified by 50 percent of all the participants as the most important (see 
Table 4.17). It was ranked highest by two-thirds of the successor group and was the 
unanimous selection of pastors who took part in sequential transitions (see Table 4.18). 
Founding pastor readiness was viewed equally by participants who rated their transition 
positively and negatively (see Table 4.19). 
 
Table 4.17. Most Consequential Impact—Participant Role (N=12) 
Factor Predecessor Successor N % 
Founder Readiness 2 4 6 50.0 
Successor Leadership 2 1 3 25.0 
Lack of Preparation and Formal Plan 1 1 2 16.7 
Process Limitations 1 0 1 16.7 
 
 
 
 Successor leadership was identified as the second most important factor. The 
second pastor must possess leadership ability compatible with that of the departing 
pastor. The successor’s skill set should also be consistent with the church’s culture and 
needs. This factor was more important to predecessors than successors (see Table 4.17). 
All of the participants who indicated this element was the most consequential were part 
of overlapped transitions, and for that transition methodology it ranked as the highest 
issue (see Table 4.18). Successor leadership was valued second highest with pastors who 
rated their transition experience as positive. Successor leadership and founder readiness 
were the only two that were listed for positive transitions (see Table 4.19).  
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Table 4.18. Most Consequential Impact—Transition Method (N=12) 
Factor Overlapped Sequential N % 
Founder Readiness 2 4 6 50.0 
Successor Leadership 3 0 3 25.0 
Lack of Preparation and Formal Plan 2 0 2 16.7 
Process Limitations 1 0 1 16.7 
 
 
 
 Lack of preparation and a formal plan was addressed equally within the 
predecessor and successor groups (see Table 4.17). As previously mentioned, none of the 
transitional pairs in the study began their transitions with a formal written plan. 
Preparation and formal plan was not a concern for those who were involved in sequential 
transitions (see Table 4.18). When church polity dictates the process, which is common 
among sequential methodologies, it may offset the significance of planning in these 
scenarios. Lack of preparation and a formal plan was highlighted by pastors who rated 
their transition experience as negative, but not by those who had a positive experience 
(see Table 4.19). 
 
 
Table 4.19. Most Consequential Impact—Participant’s Transition Rating (N=12) 
Factor Positive Negative N % 
Founder Readiness 3 3 6 50.0 
Successor Leadership 2 1 3 25.0 
Lack of Preparation and Formal Plan 0 2 2 16.7 
Process Limitations 0 1 1 16.7 
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 One respondent suggested that limitations in the process had the most 
consequential impact. This pastor was a founder who held a negative perception of the 
transition. The transition was an overlapped model, three month handoff. 
Research Question #5 
 How are the findings consistent with or different from established principles of 
healthy pastoral transition? The main purpose of the study was to identify elements 
unique to positive transitions in churches that average less than one thousand. Material 
from Chapter 2 was compared to content from the participant interviews to reveal any 
distinct emphases.  
 The answers to the previous research four research questions were consistent with 
available information concerning pastoral transitions. Four broad themes emerged from 
the biblical, business, and ecclesiastical literature reviewed in Chapter 2. The four themes 
were were—the importance of having a strategic written plan, a healthy 
predecessor/successor relationship, the predecessor being willing to let go, and post-
transition concerns being addressed. Significant observations in this study revolved 
around the first three. The latter theme was also referenced but not on the same scale. 
 Financial positioning was a lower ranked positive influence that differed from 
factors presented in the literature review (see Table 4.14, p. 133). It was mentioned by 
two of the six founding pastors. Both of these pastors discussed the importance of 
positioning the church financially in such a way that the successor and the church would 
benefit. One of the predecessors served bi-vocationally, and during the concluding years 
of his pastorate took no salary. This decision allowed the church to mass considerable 
funds which were used to build an above-standard parsonage and fund a full-time salary 
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for the successor. The other pastor worked to reduce financial debt from a building 
program. This action was taken for the specific purpose of alleviating financial stress for 
the second pastor. Instead of having to focus on fund-raising, the second generation 
leader could acclimate and invest in relationship building. 
 Issues of finance mentioned in the literature were not focused on this topic. The 
writings address poor retirement planning, generous retirement packages, and salary 
equity as issues that affect the departing and/or incoming pastors. Failed transitions are 
noted for their severe financial impact upon the church. Conversely, no recommendations 
about financially positioning for a planned transition are made. Mega-church budgets and 
those of churches under one thousand, or under three hundred, which was the average 
attendance of the churches in this study, are vastly different. Facilitating successional 
costs or orienting the church toward transitional priorities requires financial diligence. 
Summary of Major Findings 
This study sought to identify unique elements that would indicate a positive 
transition outcome between a founding long-term pastor and his successor. Most of the 
findings were consistent with available information on transitional practice and reinforces 
the importance of using those principles. Three major findings were discovered. 
1. Neither the predecessors nor the successors researched positive transitional 
practices for the purpose of developing or ensuring a written plan was in place prior to 
the transition in order to set overall timeframe, established benchmarks for handing off 
positional responsibility, and communicated expectations for the pastors, lay leaders, or 
congregation. The lack of preparation and planning were key sources of negative impact 
upon the processes. 
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2. The study revealed that use of primary transitional principles common in both 
secular and church literature are sufficient to guide transitions of first- and second-
generation pastors toward a healthy resolution. 
3. Financially positioning the church before transition was identified as a unique 
positive factor for churches that average less than one thousand. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Major Findings 
 This research project examined pastoral transitions involving a founding long-
term pastor and the first successor. These leadership shifts are infrequent in church life, 
and sadly the majority of them do not go well. Literature addressing such exchanges is 
limited. Further, the preponderance of resources on this subject are written by pastors 
who serve, or have served, mega-churches. 
 The purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions 
between founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
In the near future, I may experience this scenario firsthand as a successor. My 
predecessor, the church’s leadership, and I desire a healthy process that will lead to a 
positive outcome. Our hope is that this study will identify positive transitional elements 
from churches our size that can be used as a basis for developing our plans. 
 Three major findings were revealed. First, lack of preparation on the part of 
pastors and the absence of a written plan had a negative impact upon the overall process. 
Second, transitional issues common among founding and second pastors are consistent 
with those presented in secular and church literature. Third, small- and average-sized 
churches benefit from strategic financial positioning ahead of a transition. 
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Preparation and Written Plan 
The pastoral interviews I conducted led to a few surprising discoveries. The first 
was that neither predecessors nor successors were functionally prepared for the 
consequential process they would share. The majority of them did absolutely nothing to 
educate themselves about best practices. The second surprising fact was that none of the 
transitions started with a written plan. Predictably, these omissions created a great deal of 
confusion and frustration. Lack of preparation and planning was a topic brought up 
regularly during the interviews and was the highest ranked influence, positive or 
negative, upon transition effectiveness (see Tables 4.13 and 4.15, pp. 132, 134). 
The absence of research and a written plan was also consistent in five other 
interviews I conducted. These additional conversations, representing four transitions, 
were excluded from the findings because they failed to match one of the specific study 
parameters. I note them here as further corroboration of my findings and as an additional 
commentary upon the prevalence of this issue. 
I assumed a few pastors would not have actively investigated transition theory or 
utilized a written plan. I also believed a few would counter the need for such planning 
and documentation by an abiding trust in God’s providence. What I discovered was lack 
of preparation and a plan were the norm. Most of the pastors were motivated more by 
personal assumptions and observations than by established principles, congregational 
need, or even theological concern. 
 This particular finding also illustrated a discrepancy between intention and 
practice. All of the pastors expressed their desire for a positive transition marked by a 
smooth handoff, stability, and future growth. Little was done, however, to ensure such an 
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outcome. In most of the transitions, high intention did not compensate for inadequate 
preparation. Overconfidence on the part of both the first- and second-generation leaders 
was a hindrance. Founders touted their ability to lead effectively for many years, growth 
of the congregation to its present level, and personal knowledge of the people and the 
church. Their own assessment of what would or would not work seemed more valuable to 
most of them than any information they might learn from other sources. The majority of 
the successors, while aware of the inherent challenges of being a second, were confident 
in their leadership abilities and believed they were capable of handling the dynamics of 
the process. 
As this trend was revealed in the interviews, I was disheartened to find so much 
was being gambled by leaders who could have exercised greater diligence. First-
generation pastors placed decades of hard work and their own legacies at risk. Five of the 
founding pastors had a desire to remain as a part of the church family after transition, but 
only two were able to do so. Second-generation pastors risked their careers and personal 
well-being, as well as the stability of their families. Half of the successors eventually had 
to move on to other pastorates. Both pastoral generations jeopardized the churches 
involved. Only one of the six transitions I studied could be classified as flawless. Two 
were wholly defective and took a toll upon everyone involved. The other three received 
mixed reviews. 
To be fair, I must acknowledge that most of the predecessors would probably 
contend they had a plan. All of them, at some level, had thought about what their 
transition would look like. A few of the pastors tried to structure their transitions 
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accordingly. However, thoughts that remained unwritten, undefined, and 
uncommunicated did not constitute a workable methodology. 
The pastors whose transitions were subject to church polity may not have felt the 
need for additional planning. Within those systems alternative options could have been 
exercised if a procedural concern had been raised. Key transitional points could have 
been adjusted to fit within the prescribed procedures. 
Personal and leadership preparation covering transition mechanics needs to be 
distinguished from congregational preparation and emotional considerations. Several of 
the founders, outcome notwithstanding, were faithful and tried to prepare their 
congregation for the coming adjustments. They preached sermons about change, outlined 
new boundaries, and tried to be publically supportive of the successor. 
Organizationally, my study results were consistent with statistics concerning 
leadership transitions in business. Transition readiness is not a priority for either 
community. Neither one adequately prepares or develops plans to guide its institutions 
and leaders through such times. John Maxwell suggests that transitional planning is an 
intuitive understanding held by many business leaders (Foreword). Intuition and 
execution are not the same thing. This difference explains why a majority of executives 
and companies do not have formal plans in place, or even the intention to develop them 
(Sims 64). Church leaders should outpace business leaders in this regard, because the 
work of the Kingdom is more valuable than the work of commercial enterprises.  
My research indicated lack of preparation and a formal plan had a consequential 
impact (see Table 4.19, p. 137). This finding validates the prominence that business and 
church leadership literature have assigned to these elements. Robert Kaylor’s study on 
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pastoral transitions found that planning was necessary for positive organizational hygiene 
during pastoral change (102). Noel Tichy acknowledges that success will never be 
guaranteed, but having a plan is a better option than not having one (Succession: 
Mastering 27). 
Further, the planning process is an important cathartic element that helps facilitate 
ministry transition (Moss 94). In that regard, planning for the transition becomes one of 
the first parts of the larger journey. Emotional aspects of planning were expressed, in 
helpful and harmful ways, through founder readiness (see Table 4.18, p. 137). 
The final product of all the preparation and planning must be expressed in a 
detailed written document. Corporate and ecclesiastical literature emphasize the necessity 
of written plans for stability and accountability (Murphy 1, 4; Watkins 90; Russell 59-
60). The two transitions, which were rated the worst among those I studied, faltered in 
large part because they had no written understanding to communicate process, specify 
dates, or facilitate progression. In both circumstances, a pastor was brought in to serve as 
an associate until the retirement of the founder. The first was to serve one to two years 
before assuming leadership while the other was expected to serve two to three years. 
Actual dates were unspecified. Timelines stretched on to the very last, and as they did so 
the wait became a major source of tension between the incoming and outgoing leaders. 
For one of the successors, responsibility and positional authority were not passed along at 
all. He commented, “From day one, nothing about my role changed.” The other 
successor, was given leadership and preaching responsibility, but the predecessor retained 
his senior title and its authority and intended to do so for an additional few years. 
Eventually, both founders had to be confronted about the delays. Both predecessors and 
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successors admitted that these events fostered confusion and division within the 
congregation and lay leadership. Transitional literature strongly advocates the necessity 
of formal written plans. These two stories offer confirmation. Two intended successions 
became replacement models because there was no mutually agreeable, predetermined 
course. 
Transitional preparation and written plans are examples of a lesson learned from 
the Saul and David transition. In Chapter 2, I discussed the jealousy and anger Saul 
exhibited in 1 Samuel 18:6-9. One of the takeaways from the passage is that pastors in 
successional arrangements must do everything they can to mitigate negative feelings and 
influences. A detailed written plan helps achieve this goal by literally making sure 
everyone is on the same page.  
The apostle Paul was a prolific writer. A great deal of the transition from Paul to 
Timothy was chronicled in Paul’s letter. Whenever Timothy was dispatched to a church 
in need, Paul would include in his letter to the church a written commendation of the 
younger leader. This documentation declared Paul’s intent, Timothy’s authority, and the 
church’s obligation. Written plans perform a similar function during transitions in 
present-day churches.  
Other passages also speak to importance of preparing adequately. In Luke 14:28-
33, two stories are told about the importance of counting the cost to ensure a positive 
result. Proverbs 21:5 says, “The plans of the diligent lead surely to abundance, but 
everyone who is hasty comes only to want.” Jesus himself spent forty days in the 
wilderness preparing for his ministry, the three years during which he would select, train, 
and commission disciples to carry on his ministry after he ascended to Heaven. 
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This study found that pastors cited lack of preparation and the absence of a 
written plan as the most negative influences upon their transitions. They were also 
classified as a consequential element. The antitheses of this negative result offers the 
following encouragement for transitional practice. Adequate planning and a detailed 
written plan foster a positive environment for healthy succession. 
Predecessors and successors should take time to educate themselves about 
transition theories and best practices. They should adapt what they learn to fit the 
inimitable details of their particular circumstances. The process should be documented, 
and include specific details regarding key events, progress benchmarks, specific dates, 
financial considerations, and any separation and post-transition parameters. The script 
should be shared with other staff and lay leadership. Key points should be shared with the 
congregation. The benefits of following this prescription for pastors in overlapped 
transitions, particularly successions, is especially high. 
Established Transition Principles 
My assumption, as I wrote at the end of Chapter 2, was that transitional practices 
suggested in the studied literature and utilized by mega-churches would be similar to 
those found in small- to large-sized churches. The accounts shared by the pastors 
confirmed my supposition. Established principles for healthy transitions between first- 
and second-generation leaders offer sufficient information to develop a healthy plan. 
Founder readiness, relationship of the transitioning leaders, and post-transition concerns 
were mentioned most often. 
Founder Readiness. Nothing had more bearing on the tenor of a transition than 
founder readiness. It was the most critical piece of the process. Letting go factors were 
Vester 148 
 
offered as the most positive transition influence (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14, pp. 132-33). 
Holding on, the opposite of letting go, was the second highest negative factor (see Tables 
4.15 and 4.16, pp. 134-35). Founder readiness scored as the most consequential element 
in three different ways: by participant role, transition method, and by transition rating 
(see Tables 4.17, 4.18, and 4.19, pp. 136-37). During their interviews, 50 percent of the 
pastors identified founder readiness as having the most consequential impact. 
A number of elements that signify transitional readiness. The founder should 
believe the time is right, either personally or for the sake of the church’s progression, or 
both. The founder should initiate and champion the process. The founder must clearly 
communicate his intention to the congregation and establish new appropriate boundaries. 
The founder has to remain committed once the transition begins. Finally, the outgoing 
pastor should be verbally supportive of the new pastor. 
The former pastor, from the transition I consider most successful, said he “was 
happy to transition.” He knew the time was right and welcomed the change. When he 
vacated his position, he made clear he was no longer the pastor. He just wanted to be a 
“parishioner.” He went on to say he worked to promote and encourage the new pastor and 
stayed out of the details. In a different conversation, a predecessor said, “I wanted the 
transition.” His successor called him a “cheerleader for change” and was surprised at how 
quickly leadership was handed over. 
 On the opposite end of the spectrum are stories of open conflict, depression, 
church schism, and forced action. In three separate examples, two cited in my findings 
and one that is not, personality differences and differences in leadership and preaching 
styles stirred concerning the transition that was underway. The second guessing 
Vester 149 
 
manifested itself in different ways but always created difficult environments for both 
pastors. 
In one example, the departing pastor and his family were not prepared to confront 
the emotional aspect of leaving. The successor indicated that the actions of his 
predecessor’s wife were particularly acrimonious. Personality and style differences were 
justification for the founder to keep adjusting the terms of the transition and pushing back 
his planned retirement. Ultimately an appeal had to be made to the church board for some 
action to be taken that would encourage a resolution. 
In the next example, the personality difference was so severe the successor stated, 
“We didn’t talk unless required.” The founding pastor said he knew early on his chosen 
replacement was not the right person but did not articulate this knowledge until late in the 
process. He eventually tried to postpone retirement so a different plan could be enacted. 
The worst exchange was between a pastoral pair that was not included in my 
findings because the church exceeded the criterion for average worship attendance. The 
founder, by his own admission, did not want to retire but felt pressured by the board. In 
fact, he never envisioned retiring, but instead only redefining his role. A successor was 
hired and announced as the new senior pastor without an overlapping ministry which the 
predecessor had desired. The former pastor was given the title of Founding Pastor, 
retained a position on staff, and a seat on the church’s governing board. This last 
component kept him in a supervisory position over his replacement. The predecessor was 
emphatic that the successor did not have the right DNA to lead the church. Nine months 
later, after many contentious staff and board meetings coupled with a campaign to have 
the successor removed, he was fired. 
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In each of these cases, difficult circumstances were further complicated by a 
founder who was not ready to let go. Personality, style, and competency, whether valid 
concerns or not, gave a reason for the founders to hold on longer than planned. If a 
founder does not want to transition or is forced to do so, the prospect for a smooth and 
healthy handoff is unlikely. 
These unpleasant illustrations above are the type of transitions Vanderbloemen 
and Bird describe in their chapter, “Founder’s Syndrome” (78-85). They comment, 
“Perhaps the most painful reality is the research that says too many pastors stay too long” 
(83). Unwillingness to face the emotional sense of loss, fear that what they have 
accomplished will be undone, fear of the unknown, and comfort with what they have 
achieved are some of the reasons cited for this reticence: (81-82). Founders Syndrome is 
a powerful force that makes surrendering control difficult. 
The challenge is not uncommon or exclusive to churches. Inability to let go is the 
leading obstacle in family business successions (Gilding, Gregory, and Cosson 304). 
Redington and Vickers also share this opinion about nonprofit transitions, and encourage 
a more productive mind-set, “the leadership of letting go” (20). William Bridges’ entire 
transition model originates in the Ending phase; letting go is a prerequisite for a new 
beginning (128). Incumbents must find effective ways to overcome the desire to hold on 
too tightly and lead all the way to an ending. 
 The legacy of King Saul is a warning. Even though the throne no longer belonged 
to him, Saul continued to hold on. As a result everyone suffered, and Saul entered a long 
path of darkness and struggle from which he never recovered. Thankfully the biblical 
record is full of examples that are worthy guides. Moses commissioned Joshua to lead 
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Israel. Elijah passed the prophetic mantle to Elisha. Jesus trusted his ministry of 
preaching and healing to the disciples. Paul gave the work of planting and growing 
churches to Timothy. Each instance contained an accomplished leader who willingly 
surrendered his role to a next generation leader.  
Relationship. Across all genres of literature, a good rapport between the 
departing and arriving leaders was identified as a substantial dynamic. This factor was 
proven during my interviews. Two of the pastoral pairs, who experienced positive 
transitions, had a very high level of connection. One set of pastors was actually a father to 
son succession. The other set of pastors used a replacement model transition where the 
founder remained as a part of the congregation. This latter set of pastors described their 
relationship in familial terms, both using the term brother. The third positive transition 
was a replacement model and the two pastors had no functional association during the 
transition process. They knew each other in college, and still maintain a collegial 
connection within their denomination system. All three of the negative transitions were 
marked by pastoral duos who had minimal or no relationship. One founder and second 
were openly adversarial.  
The relationship factor ranked as the second highest positive influence and was 
expressed by both the predecessor and successor groups (see Tables 4.13 and 4.14, pp. 
132-33). Relational factors had a low ranking as a negative influence. One successor 
listed the lack of relationship with his predecessor as a contributing issue of their poor 
result. I believe the breakdown of healthy and unhealthy transitions fell exactly in line 
with the quality of relationship the pastors shared. The correlation of negative outcome 
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and low relationship was also present in the additional interviews that were excluded 
from my Chapter 4 findings. 
Bob Russell’s observation that the character of the people involved matters most 
was illustrated by the relational dynamics in this study above (64). The mentoring 
relationship, in the business community, offers a means for developing professional and 
personal character (Kram 2). The final stage of the mentoring process is when the 
relationship progresses into friendship. This type of progression was displayed in the 
transition between Paul and Timothy. Timothy moved from convert, to apprentice, and 
finally to trusted co-laborer. Paul’s affection for Timothy was also expressed in paternal 
language. Moses’ mentorship of Joshua resulted in an enduring relationship marked by 
profound trust and access to Israel’s leader. The opposite state, jealousy and open 
conflict, were the marks of the exchange between Saul and David. 
Post-Transition Concerns. Two features are accounted for under post-transition, 
separation and involvement concerns. Founding pastors who invested heavily in the 
church for a long-term, often wish to remain as a part of the congregation following 
transition. New pastors need space and time to establish themselves firmly as the new 
leader. To meet these divergent needs a period of separation and a detailed covenant that 
outlines involvement parameters for the former pastor are useful tools.  
While not a leading factor, post-transition issues scored well as a positive 
transition influence with both groups (see Table 4.13, p. 132). I have already shared that 
only two of the five founding pastors I interviewed, who wished to remain in the 
congregation, were able to do so post-retirement. Both of them observed an absolute 
separation for two months. Both of them refused any leadership role when they returned. 
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One of the transitions was a replacement model and the other one was a short-term 
handoff model. 
Among the three transitions of the founding pastors who did not remain, two 
situations were so devolved that no prospect for being able to stay. The final pastor was 
able to continue as a church member, but only for a few years. This particular transition 
was an internal succession, and the process went smoothly. After the successor took 
charge the predecessor remained, and served as a volunteer staff member. The successor 
shared that while this situation worked out alright, it did have the effect of blurring the 
transition. Most noteworthy, the former pastor remained as a part of the church’s 
leadership team. As time progressed, the founder began to use the role to express his 
discontent and to offer severe critiques. His adversative perspective ultimately became 
too great of an interference. He was removed from the leadership position, and later was 
asked to leave the church altogether. 
A one-year separation seems best suited to accommodate both successor and 
predecessor needs (G. Johnson 85-86, Russell 32-33, Toler 107, White 102). The 
minimum mark is about six months (Finkelde). The two-month timeframe used by the 
pastors in my study is short but was effective for them. 
The second post-transition need is an agreement that defines the exiting pastor’s 
involvement. None of the pastors I interviewed used this type of document. The two 
founders who remained in their congregations chose to exercise a total abdication of 
ministry responsibility. It was simple and clear. My study indicated the greatest problem 
occurred when leaders retained a position as a part of the church’s leadership structure. 
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Two different scenarios have already been presented in this chapter where the outcome of 
that practice failed. 
Concern over post-transition involvement was raised often in transitional writings. 
Robert Kaylor’s study found predecessor issues were a factor that led to high 
dissatisfaction in pastoral transition (125-27). G. Johnson suggests that the post-
retirement role of the previous pastor needs to be put in writing (85). This advice is also 
shared by others who have written about the subject (Mullins 33-35, Finkelde). Tim 
Wolfred, in his work about nonprofit transitions, says any involvement of the prior 
executive should be clearly defined, and in such a manner that it does not encroach upon 
the new leader’s priorities (125). He also suggests any executive board status should only 
be considered after a one year hiatus (125). My study clearly observed the value of this 
advice. 
Most of the previously mentioned transition stories from Scripture, validate post-
transition concerns in an extreme way. Moses did not interfere with Joshua because he 
was prohibited from entering the Promised Land and had passed away. David’s reign did 
not begin in full until Saul’s death. Elijah was taken up to Heaven. Jesus died, and then 
ascended to Heaven. Paul and Timothy traveled together early on, but later Timothy was 
sent on his own to minister and work in the churches. 
My interviews indicated that general transitional concerns and practices are 
applicable in the move from first pastor to second. Three areas stand out: readiness, 
relationship, and post-transition. The primary catalyst for a transition must be the 
outgoing pastor. When the departing leader wants the change and communicates it clearly 
to the congregation the process is elevated. Circumstances where a transition is forced, or 
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a pastor is not committed to the process, will be detrimental. The pastor must also be 
prepared to address the emotional aspects of such a significant adjustment. A deep 
relationship between the transitioning pastors is indicative of a healthy exchange. The 
pastors in the study who had the highest level of comradery also experienced the most 
favorable transitions. Growing the personal connection, and not merely the professional 
one, should be a priority. Finally, post-transition parameters should be established for 
every transition. They are a necessity for exiting pastors who wish to remain as a part of 
the church family. A two-month separation tenure worked well for those in my study; 
although, one year is the leading recommendation. Predecessor post-transition 
involvement levels should be specifically defined and agreed upon together. This study 
revealed a negative impact for post-retirement involvement at the church governance 
level. 
Financial Positioning 
 One finding was noticed in the data that stands apart from the considerations that 
are prevalent in transitional literature. Two of the founders directly mentioned their 
efforts to place the church in a good financial position as a healthy transition 
contribution. This factor ranked low among the other positive influences, but it is distinct 
and therefore is noteworthy (see Table 4.14, p. 133). The purpose of this study was to 
identify unique elements, and while minor, financial positioning meets that standard. 
 The two founders worked strategically to place their churches in the best fiscal 
position they could. One did so to allow the church to build a parsonage and save funds 
so they could offer an equitable full-time salary. The other did so to reduce debt service 
so the incoming pastor would not have that stress, and to make funds available for new 
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priorities. If the successors were aware of this benefit neither one mentioned anything. 
Financial positioning was also a high priority for another founding pastor, whose 
interview was excluded from the study. He tackled some much-needed facility upgrades 
and used his personal leadership capital to remove the challenge a financial campaign 
would present to his successor. Conversely, I know that capital assessment and the 
prospect of a campaign during a transition period was an aggravating factor in one of the 
churches that had a negative transition. 
 Many medium- and small-sized churches are undoubtedly hampered by fiscal 
obstacles. Monetary fears remove consideration of transition options, like a true 
succession, that may be more beneficial for the church. Pastors, who are aware of the 
church’s financial realities, can budget and work well ahead to help fund a successor’s 
hire, remove monetary obstacles the next pastor would need to confront, and/or leave 
necessary resources to fund priorities identified by the incoming pastor. 
This consideration was not reflected in the literature I reviewed. The financial 
considerations presented had a different focus. One common theme dealt with inadequate 
retirement funding. A chief reason many pastors do not transition when they should is 
because they are not financially prepared for that stage of life. If a majority of pastors 
have not prepared themselves for the transition moment, chances are they have not helped 
the church to do so either. Other discussions revolved around salary concerns and the 
high costs of unsuccessful transitions. 
Biblical admonitions concerning stewardship are applicable. Paul wrote in 1 
Corinthians 16:2, “On the first day of every week, each of you is to put aside and save 
whatever extra you earn, so that collections need not be taken when I come.” His 
Vester 157 
 
encouragement was to plan ahead. He knew that if they waited until he arrived to raise 
ministry funds they would not have enough. Pastors and churches need to practice Paul’s 
advice to “put aside” funds. Important ministry needs, such as transition funding, can be 
resourced when a strategic plan exists to do so. 
The identification of financial positioning was a unique positive factor. It 
encourages departing pastors to look purposefully ahead for opportunities to resource the 
church’s next chapter. Reduction in financial stressors can help foster a healthy climate 
for a congregation and their new pastor to become familiar with each other, and to 
explore what God wants them to do next. 
Implications of the Findings 
The information and findings from this study show that the transition from a 
founding long-term pastor to a second generation pastor is a precarious process. 
Regrettably, most end with undesirable results. This fact was affirmed, as my Research 
and Reflection Team and I were able to identify more failed successions than positive 
ones. While perilous, these transitions do not have to be disastrous. 
Founding pastors, and successors, who want to effect a quality succession will 
research transition practices and have a detailed written plan in place before the process 
begins. Concerns around founder’s willingness to transition, the relationship between the 
predecessor and successor, and post-transition arrangements must be addressed with 
diligence and healthy practices. Financially positioning the church for a transition helps 
to reduce stresses and fosters a positive climate.  
I intend to use these findings and the larger collection of principles contained in 
the literature review to help inform a transition plan for Westside Community Church. In 
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the near future I will succeed a founding long-term pastor. His suggestion that prompted 
me to pursue this project. Our desire is to avoid the problems many have experienced and 
hopefully set a positive example than may be useful to others.  
 Beyond my personal use, this study may be helpful to other pastors who want to 
develop a succession plan for a middle- or large-sized church. Interest in my work has 
been expressed by a few pastoral colleagues and some other friends. A few have specific 
interest as they look ahead to transitions that are on the horizon for their congregations. I 
also hope this research will be used by others in the larger Church who want to explore 
transition principles generally and nuanced transitions such as those of founding long-
term pastors. 
Limitations of the Study 
The results of the study were limited by a small participant group. Regional 
availability of pastors who met the study parameters was small, and the number was 
reduced further by the need for available transitional pairs who could be interviewed. A 
multi-state study would have offered the potential for larger participation. Data from 
several sessions had to be excluded because certain criteria did not meet the set standards. 
Still, the responses from those interviews were consistent with those from which the 
study data was drawn, confirming a broader generalization for the work. 
Unexpected Observations 
A number of unexpected observations were discovered. The first was major 
finding number one. As I conducted the interviews and the trend of no preparation on the 
part of the founders became clear, I was completely shocked. I have previously 
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mentioned my disbelief that people who invested so much for years would invest so little 
at the end. 
The second surprise was that none of the pastors began the process with a formal 
written plan. I assumed the pattern would closely mirror the 40 to 50 percent level found 
in business. This discovery reflected an additional level of indifference to me. Many of 
the hopes for positive transitions were undone before they even began. 
Another unexpected observation was the tenure of second pastors who experience 
negative transitions. Their average post-transition tenure was over 6½ years. That figure 
is almost double the national average of 3½ years. The second pastor study conducted by 
Lovett H. Weems, Joe Arnold, and Donald R. House found that successors stay as long as 
founding pastors. The study was not exclusive to transitions from long-term pastors.  
The final surprise was that replacement models had higher satisfaction levels than 
overlapped models. I attribute the low ratings found in my study to poor execution. Lack 
of preparation and a executable plan caused two of the three successions to become 
functionally replacement models. If the transitions were scored as executed and not by 
intention the satisfaction levels would be comparable. 
Recommendations 
This study challenges pastors and churches who will be participating in a 
transition to exercise due diligence. The standards for Christ’s church should exceed 
those found in secular enterprises. The present state of church transitions decries the 
practice of stewardship. 
I am ignorant about current trends in church planting that would be presented at 
seminars and in class settings. The topic may already be presented, but if not perhaps 
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some emphasis on transition theory would be helpful. If founding pastors were 
encouraged to plan their exit strategy even as they contemplated a launch strategy maybe 
current statistical patterns would change. 
One recurring need was evident from my conversations with second pastors. The 
concept was not presented in the literature and was not expressed distinctly enough 
through the data to merit classification as a finding, but its need was recognizable. 
Transitional plans should include some provision for confidential support to the 
successor. They need an ear that can hear their frustrations and hold their confidences. 
This type of discretion can be a challenge in a church or community dominated by a 
beloved, long-tenured pastor.  
Further lines of inquiry might compare the findings of this study to those found in 
a larger study population. A study of second pastor to third transitions might be 
insightful. Researchers could explore what changes second pastors made in a handoff to 
their successors. Finally, a future study might explore churches approaching third- and 
fourth-generation transitions to identify a comparable phenomenon in church life to the 
Buddenbrooks Syndrome found in family business transitions (p. 63). 
Postscript 
A study about transitions from a founding long-term pastor to a second was not 
the original focus I had in mind for a dissertation project. It ranked third behind a 
stewardship preaching project and an evaluation of the impact of emotional 
encouragement upon church redevelopment. However, an opportunity to change my 
project focus presented itself. Since this type of transition was in my future I decided to 
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seize the moment. The founding pastor with whom I work was also highly supportive of 
this exploration. 
 I was humbled by the honesty and time the participating pastors gave me. For 
some of them, my interview was not a pleasant experience as they recalled difficult and 
painful episodes. Emotional scars were clearly visible. Others had great joy in their words 
as they recalled wonderful celebrations and positive results. As I listened, I would filter 
what I heard through the prism of my own potential succession. At times I was 
encouraged by elements we had right or could make right. Sometimes, I was concerned 
by things we had already missed and the multitude of potential errors that could be made. 
 My succession is on the horizon, but it is has not started. As my research made 
clear, that is a process that must be initiated by the founder, and he will have to do some 
preparation of his own. When it does begin, I am optimistic this work will have been 
worth the effort, and that it will be useful to the two of us as transitioning pastors, and to 
our church leadership. The details of my specific transition will be different from all but 
one of those I studied. I will have served on staff for a minimum of seven years before 
the transition is initiated, using an internal promotion and a successional methodology. 
No guarantees exist. Successions that were equally or better matched have fallen 
short of their intended result, but the first step has been accomplished. A large amount of 
preparation has been done, and transition theories and best practices have been learned. 
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APPENDIX A 
PILOT/EXPERT REVIEW 
PREDECESSOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What were you feeling and thinking as you contemplated transition to a next 
generation leader? 
2. Describe the transition process that took place between you and your successor. 
3. Why was the particular method chosen? 
4. How much time did you spend preparing for the transition? What information or 
material, if any, did you use to help guide the preparations? 
5. What was the timeframe for implementation and execution of the transition? 
6. Tell me about your successor. Can you also describe the relationship you had with 
your successor before and during the transition? What about after? 
7. Every process has elements that are good and bad. In your transition, what 
elements contributed positively to the process? 
8. What elements had a negative impact on the process? 
9. Which single element do you believe had the most consequential impact overall? 
10. Looking back, how do you assess the effectiveness of the transition? 
11. Are there any questions you would ask that I did not?  
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APPENDIX B  
PILOT/EXPERT REVIEW 
SUCCESSOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What were you feeling and thinking as you contemplated transition from a 
founding long-term leader? 
2. Describe the transition process that took place between you and your predecessor. 
3. Do you know why the particular method was chosen? 
4. How much time did you spend preparing for the transition? What information or 
material, if any, was provided to you or did you use to guide you? 
5. What was the timeframe for implementation and execution of the transition? 
6. Tell me about your predecessor. Can you also describe the relationship you had 
with your predecessor before and during the transition? What about after? 
7. Every process has elements that are good and bad. In your transition, what 
elements contributed positively to the process? 
8. What elements had a negative impact on the process? 
9. Which single element do you believe had the most consequential impact overall? 
10. Looking back, how do you assess the effectiveness of the transition? 
11. Are there any questions you would ask that I did not?  
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APPENDIX C 
PREDECESSOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What were your hopes and concerns as you contemplated transition to a next 
generation leader? 
2. Describe the transition process that took place between you and your successor. 
3. Why was the particular method chosen? 
4. How much time did you spend preparing for the transition? What information or 
material, if any, did you use to help guide the preparations? 
5. What was the timeframe for implementation and execution of the transition? 
6. Tell me about your successor. Can you also describe the relationship you had with 
your successor before and during the transition? What about after? 
7. Every process has elements that are good and bad. In your transition, what 
elements contributed positively to the process? 
8. What elements had a negative impact on the process? 
9. Which single element do you believe had the most consequential impact overall? 
10. Looking back, how do you assess the effectiveness of the transition? 
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APPENDIX D 
SUCCESSOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1. What were your hopes and concerns as you contemplated transition from a 
founding long-term leader? 
2. Describe the transition process that took place between you and your predecessor. 
3. Do you know why the particular method was chosen? 
4. How much time did you spend preparing for the transition? What information or 
material, if any, was provided to you or did you use to guide you? 
5. What was the timeframe for implementation and execution of the transition? 
6. Tell me about your predecessor. Can you also describe the relationship you had 
with your predecessor before and during the transition? What about after? 
7. Every process has elements that are good and bad. In your transition, what 
elements contributed positively to the process? 
8. What elements had a negative impact on the process? 
9. Which single element do you believe had the most consequential impact overall? 
10. Looking back, how do you assess the effectiveness of the transition? 
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APPENDIX E  
LETTER OF INFORMED CONSENT 
Rev. Robert W. Vester 
6525 S Sprague Rd 
Columbus, IN 47201 
(812) 314-1929 
rwvester@gmail.com 
 
Title of Study: First Succession: From a Founding Long-Term Pastor to Second Pastor 
 
Researcher: Rev. Robert W. Vester 
 
Institution: Asbury Theological Seminary 
 
Introduction: This is a study of pastoral transitions between first- and second-generation 
leaders. 
 
Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify key elements unique to successions 
between founding, long-term pastors and second pastors that are indicative of a positive 
transitional outcome in churches whose average weekly worship attendance is less than 
one thousand. 
 
Procedures: You will be asked a series of ten questions about your transition experience. 
Your responses will be recorded via digital voice recorder, and transcribed by the 
researcher or a transcriptionist. The interview will last no longer than one hour. 
 
Possible risks and benefits to you: There is minimal risk to you in participating in the 
study, and no direct benefit to you. Your participation in the interview and the research 
project will, however, provide valuable data on clergy transition that may affect other 
clergy and churches. 
 
Right of refusal to participate and right to ask questions: You have the right at any 
time to refuse to participate in the interview, or refuse to answer certain interview 
questions. If you have questions about the study, please contact the researcher using the 
information listed on the header of this informed letter of consent. 
 
Confidentiality: Your identity will be kept confidential and only non-identifying 
information from the interviews will be used in the publication of the study. The 
interview will be recorded using a digital voice recorder, and then transcribed to text. 
Research data, electronic and paper, will be secured at the researcher’s office in a locked 
file box inside a locked file drawer. Computer files will be secured by password on the 
researcher’s laptop which is also password protected. 
 
 
Vester 167 
 
The undersigned gives consent to be interviewed for the study assuming the conditions 
outlined above. 
 
 
 
Printed Name of Interviewee:   
 
Signed (Interviewee):   
 
Date:   
 
 
Signed (Researcher)   
 
Date:   
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APPENDIX F 
TRANSCRIPTIONIST CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT  
 I,       transcriptionist, agree to maintain full 
confidentiality in regards to any and all audiotapes and documentations received from 
Robert Vester related to his research study on the researcher study titled, First 
Succession: From Founding Long-Term Pastor to Second Pastor. 
Furthermore, I agree:  
1. To hold in strictest confidence the identification of any individual that may be 
inadvertently revealed during the transcription of recorded interviews, or in any 
associated documents.  
2. Not to make copies of any recordings or computerized titles of the transcribed 
interviews texts, unless specifically requested to do so by the researcher.  
3. To store all study-related recordings and materials in a safe, secure location as long as 
they are in my possession.  
4. To return all recordings and study-related materials to the researcher in a complete and 
timely manner.  
5. To delete all electronic files containing study-related documents from my computer 
hard drive and any back-up devices.  
I am aware that I can be held legally responsible for any breach of this confidentiality 
agreement, and for any harm incurred by individuals if I disclose identifiable information 
contained in the recordings and/or files to which I will have access. 
 
Printed Name of the Transcriber:   
  
Signed (Transcriber):   
  
Date:    
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